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 The purpose of this study is to examine how the motivations of Sulkava Rowing Race event
visitors differ and to identify different motivational components which are further used in
clustering the visitors into motivation based segments. In addition, the study aims at examining
the differences between the segments in terms of socio-demographic characteristics, event
attendance, and expenditure.
In tourism research, motivation based segmentation is regarded as a valuable tool for dividing
heterogeneous tourism markets into homogeneous segments, which enables the needs of
different target groups to be identified and  fulfilled.  Identifying needs and motivations of sport
event visitors is particularly important because they have clearly different purposes for
attendance in most events (e.g. active/passive participants).
The quantitative data used in this study was collected in Sulkava Rowing Race event in the
summer of 2010. Altogether 848 respondents participated in the survey. The data analysis
included two multivariate methods: principal component analysis (PCA) and cluster analysis
(CA). PCA was used for identifying the motivational components, which were further used in
cluster analysis.  Thus the clusters were formed based on these motivational components.
The findings of the study suggest that the motivations of Sulkava Rowing Race event visitors do
differ. By means of cluster analysis, five visitor segments were identified: event enthusiasts,
hangarounds, novelty seekers, nature lovers, and rowing enthusiasts. Statistically significant
differences between the segments were found (excl. educational level, annual household
income, and number of days attending the event). For event management, the findings might
provide valuable information about the motivations of different visitor segments, which could
be for assistance in future event planning.
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Tämän tutkielman tarkoituksena on selvittää, eroavatko Sulkavan Suursoutujen kävijät
toisistaan motivaatiotekijöiden perusteella. Tarkoituksena on tunnistaa erilaisia
motivaatiokomponentteja, joiden perusteella klusterianalyysiä käyttäen tunnistetaan eri
kävijäsegmentit. Sen jälkeen tavoitteena on tarkastella segmenttien välisiä eroavaisuuksia
sosiodemografisien ominaisuuksien, tapahtumaan osallistumisen sekä rahankäytön suhteen.
Matkailijoiden segmentointi motivaatiotekijöiden perusteella nähdään arvokkaana
menetelmänä tunnistaa eri kohderyhmät, jotta kunkin ryhmän tarpeet ja toiveet pystyttäisiin
täyttämään paremmin ja sitä kautta parantamaan kohteen kilpailukykyä. Erityisesti
urheilutapahtumamatkailijoiden tarpeiden ja motivaatioiden tunnistaminen on tärkeää, sillä
heidän perusteet osallistua eroavat suuresti (esim. passiiviset/aktiiviset osallistujat).
Tutkimuksessa käytetty kvantitatiivinen aineisto on kerätty Sulkavan Suursouduissa kesällä
2010. Vastauksia saatiin yhteensä 848 kappaletta. Aineiston analyysimenetelminä käytettiin
kahta monimuuttujamenetelmää, pääkomponenttianalyysiä (PCA) ja klusterianalyysia (CA).
Pääkomponenttianalyysillä määriteltiin ensin motivaatiokomponentit, joita tämän jälkeen
käytettiin  klusterianalyysissä.   Näin  kävijät  ryhmiteltiin  toisistaan  eroaviin  ryhmiin
määritettyjen motivaatiokomponenttien avulla.
Tutkimustulosten mukaan Sulkavan Suursoutujen kävijöiden motivaatiot eroavat merkittävästi
toisistaan. Klusterianalyysin avulla tunnistettiin viisi kävijäsegmenttiä: tapahtumaintoilijat,
hengailijat, uutuudenetsijät, luontoihmiset sekä soutuintoilijat. Segmentit eroavat tilastollisesti
merkittävästi sosio-demografisten tekijöiden, tapahtumaan osallistumisen ja rahankäytön
suhteen (pl. koulutustaso, kotitalouden tulot, tapahtumaan osallistuminen päivissä). Tulokset
tarjoavat tapahtumajärjestäjille arvokasta tietoa kävijöiden motivaatioista ja siitä, mitä eri
kävijäsegmentit arvostavat.
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61 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background
Event tourism has emerged as one of the fastest growing sectors in leisure travel market. Thus
events are increasingly seen as an integral part of tourism industry. Despite the fact that
probably the most events have arisen for non-touristic reasons, such as cultural celebrations or
religious holidays, there is a clear trend to explore them for tourism and create new events for
touristic purposes. (Getz 1989)
Because events have become so popular, it is interesting – and even vital for industry
practitioners – to understand visitors’ motivations to attend events. Crompton (1979) notes that
it is possible to describe the who, when, and how of tourism but not to answer the questions
why, which is the most interesting question in tourism behavior. Understanding tourists’
motivations is important for industry practitioners as it contributes better knowledge of tourists’
needs, which enables creating more customized services and more memorable tourism
experiences for visitors (Beh & Bruyere, 2006; Huang & Hsu 2009). Fodness (1994) argues that
effective tourism marketing is not possible unless there is a full understanding of consumers’
motivations. Bennett et al. (2007) state that the awareness of visitors’ reasons to attend an event
is vital for event management, as the participation is mostly optional leisure time activity which
is chosen from a variety of alternatives.
The fact that tourists are not a homogenous group of people who share similar needs,
expectations, and interests is now widely accepted among tourism researchers (Dolnicar & Grün
2008). Actually, tourists are highly heterogeneous. Because most often it is not possible to serve
a customized tourist product for each tourist, market segmentation is a valuable tool for dividing
a tourism market into homogenous groups of people which can be offered customized
services/products satisfying their specific needs. Understanding of the needs and wants of
different  tourist  groups  also  enables  the  practitioners  to  communicate  effectively  with  them
(Jang et al. 2002).
This study focuses on market segmentation within sport event tourism context. More
specifically, the empirical study is set within the context of Sulkava Rowing Race event, which
has been held annually in Eastern Finland since 1968. Since several authors argue that tourism
motivations are a determining part of tourism behavior (Gnoth 1997), and therefore motivation
7based segmentation is one of the most effective segmentation techniques (Dolnicar 2002), this
study focuses on identifying event visitor segments based on motivations.
Sport event tourism overlaps both sport tourism and event tourism (Weed 2009). Sport event
tourism is one strand of event tourism, which covers several different types of events. According
to Getz (1997), event tourism includes systematic planning, development and marketing of
events as tourist attractions, and it acts as a catalyst for other developments. On the other hand,
Getz (1997) describes event tourism as a market segment which consists of the people who
travel in order to attend events, or who are willing to attend events while they are away from
home. Additionally, sport event tourism can be seen as one strand of sport tourism (Weed 2009).
According to Standeven and DeKnop (1998, 12), sport tourism includes “all forms of active and
passive involvement in sporting activity, participated in casually or in an organized way for
noncommercial or business/commercial reasons, that necessitate travel away from home and
work locality”.
Getz (2003) states that events are a major component of sport tourism, and presumably their
economic impact and tourist numbers are most significant of all sport tourism. Getz (1998)
provides a twofold definition for sport event tourism. According to him, from consumer
perspective, sport event tourism is traveling for the purpose of participating in or spectating a
sport event. On the other hand, Getz (1998) defines sport event tourism from destination
perspective as development and marketing of sport events to obtain community and economic
benefits.
Gibson (1998, cited in Weed 2009) suggests that there are three types of sport tourism: 1) active
sport tourism, which includes active participation in sporting activities, 2) event sport tourism,
which refers to passive participation i.e. spectating, and 3) nostalgia sport tourism, which
includes activities such as visiting sport related sites such as sport museums. Many other
scholars (eg. Standeven & De Knop 1998; Gibson et al. 2003) agree that there is a distinction
between individuals who travel to participate actively in sport activity (active sport tourism) and
those who travel to watch sport event (event sport tourism). However, Weed and Bull (2004,
cited in Weed 2009) perceive two key issues that differentiate their views from Gibson’s (1998).
Firstly, they recognize that sport events may also involve active participation whereas Gibson
(1998) focuses on the notion that events equate spectating and other passive involvement.
Secondly, Weed and Bull (2004) regard nostalgia as a motivation for sport tourism rather than a
8sport tourism type and therefore it does not cohere with active and passive forms of sport
tourism.
Deery et al. (2004) suggest that sport tourism is essentially event tourism and that the previous
definitions of sport tourism (eg. Gibson 1998; Standeven & De Knop 1998; Neirotti 2003) are
too  broad.  They  suggest  that  sport  tourism  includes  competitive  sport  activities  only  and  that
non-competitive activities such as fishing, sky surfing, or trekking may be classified as
recreational or leisure pursuits. They also state that if people are travelling to participate in or
spectate a competitive sport activity, it would usually be a sport event. Based on these
arguments, Deery et al. (2004) conclude that sport tourism is event tourism.
Several different stakeholders benefit from events and they have different goals for event
participation. For a destination, a successful event would help tourism marketers in attracting
more visitors to the destination and adding value to positioning and branding strategies for the
destination. For a core event organization and also other firms and organizations, the goal for
participation may be instrumental type such as to increase sales and revenues, to increase long
term economic sustainability, or to involve in activities such as learning, networking, and team-
building. From an individual’s perspective (e.g. spectator or volunteer), a purpose for attending
an event might be to fulfill personal goals such as socializing or having fun, but also might be
instrumental reasons such as getting new friends and contact or learning. (Prebensen 2010)
Sport event tourists are generally divided into competitors and spectators (eg. Gibson et al.
2003; Henderson et al. 2010). Henderson et al. (2010) note that sport event tourism involves
spectators and competitors; however the former will most often be the majority. Also residents,
who are not actually tourists, are encompassed in. Bjelac and Radovanovic (2003) take account
of three basic groups of event visitors: 1) immediate performers (active participants) and official
delegations of sport associations, 2) audience (passive participants), and 3) sports news reporters
and other journalists. Similarly, Deery et al. (2004) divide sport event participants into three
categories: attendees, competitors, and officials. A challenge which sport event organizers – like
any other event organizer – confront is the question how to provide services that fulfill the needs
of each visitor group, which is the key for maintaining the viability of an event.
91.2 Objectives and research questions
This  exploratory  study  aims  at  segmenting  the  tourists  attending  Sulkava  Rowing  Race  event
based on the delineated motivational components. The profile of each segment will be identified
and the differences between the segments with respect to socio-demographic, event attendance
and expenditure variables will be examined. The results may help the event organizers in their
future event planning as they become aware of the existing visitor segments and their different
needs. It is also valuable to find out which visitor segment spends most money in the event and
in Sulkava municipality. This segment is the most profitable and therefore should be paid
attention to.
The main research question is as follows:
- How do the motivations of different Sulkava Rowing Race event visitor groups differ, or
do they?
The sub-questions are the following:
- What motivational components can be identified among tourists’ motivations to attend
Sulkava Rowing Race event?
- What motivation based segments can be identified among Sulkava Rowing Race event
visitors?
- How do the segments differ with respect to socio-demographic characteristics?
- How do the segments differ with respect to event attendance?
- How do the segments differ with respect to expenditure?
1.3 Research approach
Theoretically the focus of this study is on leisure tourism and business tourism is ignored.
Further,  a  specific  examination  of  other  forms  of  leisure  tourism,  such  as  heritage  tourism  or
wellness tourism, is excluded. However, sport tourism overlaps event tourism and therefore it is
included in theoretical discussion in some extent. The primary focus is on market segmentation
and, more specifically, on motivation based segmentation, which is reviewed in tourism and
leisure literature. Other segmentation bases such as demographic, attitudes, opinions, or
activities are discussed only in limited extent.
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The empirical study was set within the context of Sulkava Rowing Race event 2010. Therefore
it is limited to the visitors of this specific event and the questions of the questionnaire were
related mainly to this specific event. The respondents were asked to rate the importance of
several statements related to the reasons why they are attending the event. The statements were
connected to the Sulkava Rowing Race event itself as opposed to events which they are
attending in general. The respondents were also asked to estimate their expenditure in this
specific event and in the region during the trip. For these reasons, this study is an intrinsic,
intensive case study. The aim of an intensive case study is to understand a unique case from the
inside by providing a thick, holistic and contextualized description (Eriksson & Kovalainen
2008). In other words, the purpose of an intensive case study is to explore one or a few cases as
much as possible and develop understanding from the perspectives of the people involved in the
case(s). Eriksson and Kovalainen (2008) note that despite the qualitative nature of case study
research, quantitative data can also be used to construct a case. In their opinion, case study
research should be seen more as a research approach rather than a method.
1.4 Key concepts
event tourism According to Getz (1997, 16), event tourism can be studied from two
perspectives. On one hand, event tourism includes “systematic
planning, development, and marketing of events as tourist attractions,
catalysts for other developments, image builders, and animators of
attractions and destination areas”. Also, “event tourism strategies
should cover the management of news and negative events”. On the
other hand, Getz (1997, 16) describes event tourism as “a market
segment consisting of those people who travel to attend events, or
who can be motivated to attend events while away from home”.
market segmentation Smith (1956, 6) introduced market segmentation as “viewing a
heterogeneous market as a number of smaller homogenous markets
in response to differing preferences among important market
segments.  It  is  attributable  to  the  desires  of  customers  or  users  for
more precise satisfaction of their varying wants”.
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sport event Sport event can be characterized as a complex content of sports-alike
activities, which are performed in accordance with a predetermined
program and also has entertaining character. They have a high social
and economic importance for the locality or region, which they are
held in. The sport is generally the dominant component of the event
but also complementary and stimulating components should be
included. (Bjelac and Radovanovic 2003)
tourism motivation According to Dann (1981, 205) tourism motivation is defined as “a
meaningful state of mind which adequately disposes an actor or
group of actors to travel, and which is subsequently interpretable by
others as a valid explanation for such a decision”. Additionally,
Crompton and McKay (1997, 427)  state that “tourism motivation is
conceptualized as a dynamic process of internal psychological
factors (needs and wants) that generate a state of tension or
disequilibrium lead to actions designed to restore equilibrium
through satisfying the needs”.
1.5 Event tourism and events
Throughout the ages, different events have been important elements of community’s life in most
cultures and with the boom of international tourism in mid-twentieth century, they have become
essential ingredients of the tourism products for many destinations (Jago et al. 2010). Thus event
tourism has emerges as an integral part of tourism development. The term event tourism was
firmly established only a few decades ago, prior to which event related discussion contained
terms such as special events, hallmark events, and mega events only (Getz 2008). Events are
seen as an important motivator of tourism and their importance for destination competitiveness
is now indisputable (Getz 2008). However, not all events are tourism orientated but they have
other important roles to play as well, such as community-building, cultural development, or
fostering national identities (Getz 2008). Thus, tourism is not the only proponent.
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Events are defined as one-time or infrequently occurring events of limited duration that provide
participants with leisure, cultural, and social opportunities outside the normal range of choices
or  beyond everyday experience (Getz 1997). Getz (1989) analyzes different features which
distinguish  events  from  other  types  of  attractions.  Seven  features  are  identified:  1)  events  are
open to the public, 2) the main purpose of events is celebration or display of some theme, 3)
they occur once a year or less frequently, 4) the opening and closing dates are predetermined, 5)
permanent structures are not owned by the event, 6) the program includes one or more separate
activities, and 7) all activities occur in the same community or tourist region. However, due to
the diverse nature of events and attractions, Getz (1989) notes that no one all-embracing
definition exists and dissimilarities always occur between different types events.
Events may be classified by reference to their tangible components and several authors provide
specified classifications (e.g. Getz 1997; Jago et al. 2010; Ritchie 1984) Figure 1 provides a
classification of planned events by Getz (2008). His classification is relatively detailed, but even
then Getz (1997) reminds that due to the diversity of events, comprehensive classification is not
possible to build. He adds that depending on the nature of events, they can fall into several
categories. Cultural celebrations include festivals, parades, and carnivals, religious and heritage
events, and historical commemorations. Arts and entertainment events include concerts and
award  ceremonies.  Often  they  fall  into  category  of  celebrations  but  they  also  occur  frequently
separately. Summits, royal occasions and visits of very important people and such political and
state events often attract lots of attention being, however, perhaps the smallest category.
Business and trade events include, among others, meetings, trade shows, and fairs. The purpose
is either private business such as meetings or public business such as retail trade shows.
Educational and scientific events consist of seminars, congresses, and workshops, the purpose of
which is purely learning and exchanging information. Sport events can be divided into
recreational events and competition events. Competitive sport events attract either professional
or amateur participants.  Both types of events attract also passive participators i.e. spectators. All
above-mentioned types of events are open to public. In addition to public events, Getz (1997)
identified private events such as weddings, family holidays, parties, and reunions.
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Figure 1 Typology of planned events (source: Getz 2007, adapted from Getz 1997)
From a destination’s perspective, typical goals of event tourism development include expanding
the traditional tourist season (Getz 1989; Ryan et al. 1998, cited in Jackson 2008), increasing
tourism earnings (Twynam & Johnston 2004), attracting foreign visitors (Getz 1989), promoting
tourism and boosting regional development (Pasanen et al. 2009), and creating a favorable
image for a destination and enhancing the awareness of the destination (Getz 1989; Twynam &
Johnston 2004).
Event management is an area of professional practice devoted to design, produce, and manage
all planned events from private events to public festivals and celebrations to business and
corporate affairs (Getz 2008). According to Thomas et al. (2008), event management consists of
the coordination of all tasks and activities essential for the execution of an event regarding its
strategy, planning, implementation, and control by exploiting the principles of event marketing












































1.6 Sulkava Rowing Race as a sport event
Sulkava Rowing Race event is a type of sport event, which takes place in Sulkava municipality
on  the  shore  of  Lake  Saimaa  in  Eastern  Finland.  In  accordance  with  the  definition  of  a  sport
event (Bjelac and Radovanovic 2003), Sulkava Rowing Race provides sport-alike activities,
which are rowing-related in this case, and also complementary program such as live music,
evening parties, and activities for children. Thus the event is expected to attract not only active
participants  i.e.  visitors  who  come  to  the  event  for  rowing  purposes  but  also  a  wide  range  of
other participants such as supporters, spectators, volunteers, and officials.
The event has been organized annually in July since 1968. The idea of organizing such an event
came from a local boat-builder, who wished to row round the second largest island in Finland,
Partalansaari. He was planning to arrange a rowing race, which was not taken seriously at first.
Later, a local society, Sulkava-seura, got interested in the idea because the members were
worried about the disappearance of the traditional wooden boats from the local lake. And so was
the event arranged for the first time. The one-day event attracted more than 30 competitors and
hundreds of spectators. It was clear that the event was a success and it is worth organizing in the
future too. (Riitta Itkonen 1999)
The number of visitors expanded rapidly and in 2003, more than 10 200 visitors attended the
event, which is the all-time record in the history (Internet 1). Nowadays, the event has
developed into a massive four-day event. There are 18 different classes for junior, senior,
women, men, single sculls, church-boats, rowing excursions, among others. In 2010, the event
attracted more than 7300 visitors in total (Internet 1).
Due to the event, Sulkava municipality has become a famous summer holiday destination for
thousands of Finnish people. In winter time, the municipality with some 3000 inhabitants
(Internet 2) is a quiet place to live and not too many activities are provided. Instead, during the
summer, not to mention during the event, it bursts into life as thousands of summer residents
and other holiday makers appear to the village.
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1.7 Structure
The  structure  of  this  study  is  as  follows.  First,  in  the  theoretical  part  (chapter  2),  market
segmentation in tourism and leisure context will be discussed. The discussion covers principles
of market segmentation and motivation based segmentation, which is the focus of the study. In
addition, market segmentation research in tourism context and, more specifically, in event
tourism context is reviewed. Second, methodology of the empirical study will be introduced
(chapter 3). Third, the results of the study (chapter 4) will be presented. The final chapter
includes summary of the results and theoretical conclusions, followed by managerial
implications, evaluation of validity and reliability, and limitations and implications for future
research.
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2 MARKET SEGMENTATION IN TOURISM AND LEISURE
2.1 Market segmentation in general
Market segmentation is a tool for dividing a heterogeneous market into homogeneous sub-
groups. An early definition by Smith (1956, 6) suggests that “market segmentation consists of
viewing a heterogeneous market as a number of smaller homogenous markets in response to
differing preferences among important market segments. It is attributable to the desires of
customers or users for more precise satisfaction of their varying wants”. Since Smith’s (1956)
introduction of the market segmentation, marketing practitioners have adopted the concept with
enthusiasm and it has become a salient technique in planning appropriate marketing strategies
(Hoek et al. 1996; Park & Yoon 2009). Schewe (1992, cited in Marchack 1995) reminds that in
order to effectively market a product or service, marketing practitioners have to recognize the
(heterogeneous) total market and identify (homogeneous) segments within the total market.
According to Park and Yoon (2009, 100), the purpose of market segmentation is ”to facilitate
more cost-effective marketing through the formulation, promotion, and delivery of purpose-
designed products that satisfy the identified needs of target groups”. Dolnicar (2002) suggests
that once a suitable segment is identified and chosen for targeting, marketing action is adapted
to  attract  the  consumers  of  this  segment  and  the  product  or  service  is  designed  to  satisfy  the
needs  of  this  particular  segment  by  the  best  possible  means.   Jang  et  al.  (2002)  note  that  the
ultimate goal of market segmentation is normally to make the most money from the selected
target markets. In other words, market segmentation enables marketing practitioners to identify
the most profitable consumers. Maximizing the return of investment requires targeting this
segment particularly (Perdue 1996, cited in Tkaczynski & Rundle-Thiele 2011).
For industry practitioners, market segmentation can provide numerous benefits (Morgan & Levy
2002–2003; Park & Yoon 2009). Smith (1989, 97) has listed ten issues on which market
segmentation research can provide information:
 “1. the reasons different groups of people buy a product or visit a destination;
2. how big these groups are;
3. the spending patterns of these groups;
4. their loyalty to brand names or destinations;
5. their sensitivity to price;
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6. how they respond to various advertising, pricing and distribution strategies;
7. how to design an advertising message or new product to generate sales in a
specific market;
8. which advertising channel will most effectively reach the target market;
9. whether a new product should be introduced; or
10. whether an existing product should be redesigned, re-positioned or
discontinued.”
Market segmentation can be achieved in various ways and there is no one correct method for
segmenting a market (Beane & Ennis 1987; Kotler et al. 2003).  Kotler (1980) proposes four
bases for segmentation (demographic, geographic, psychographic, and behavioral, see table 1) in
order to classify consumers in different ways. Kotler’s (1980) proposal has received much
attention by marketing scholars and practitioners (see reviews by Beane & Ellis 1987 and
Tkaczynski et al. 2009). According to Beane and Ennis (1987), demographic segmentation
seems to be the most prevailing base for market segmentation, probably because of the ease of
placing consumers on definite explicable scales. In addition, information is relatively easily
collected and interpreted. Common demographic variables include age, gender, income,
education, nationality, and marital status. Besides demographic segmentation, geographic
segmentation is another simple method for segmenting a market. It is a valuable segmentation
base when the consumer characteristics vary geographically. A market can be segmented by a
regions, population density, or climate. (Beane & Ennis 1987)
Table 1 Major segmentation bases (adapted from Moscardo et al. 2001)
Segmentation base Variables
Demographic
age, gender, education, income, employment, marital
status
Geographic origin/residence
Psychographic motivations, perceptions, satisfaction, attitudes, involvement
Behavioural expenditure, types and frequency of use, information sources
Psychographic segmentation is also known as lifestyle segmentation (Beane & Ennis 1987).
Compared to demographic and geographic segmentation, lifestyle segmentation is more
complex in nature (Beane & Ennis 1987).  It takes into account profound factors such as
consumer’s motivations, attitudes, personality characteristics, beliefs, and opinions, which will
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deepen the understanding of consumer behavior (Morgan & Levy 2002–2003). Lawson et al.
(1999) suggest that lifestyle segmentation provides particular advantages compared to other
segmentation methods, for example demographic segmentation, because lifestyles are related to
the goals that people set for themselves and they provide an understanding of the motivational
forces that drive behavior.
Related to lifestyle segmentation, AIO (Activities, Interests, and Opinions) segmentation (Wells
& Tigert 1971) is often used segmentation method (e.g González & Bello 2002; Konu 2010;
Wyncke 2002). According to Plummer (1974), activities include actions such as work, hobbies,
vacation, shopping, or sporting. Interests refer to certain topics such as family, home, recreation,
food, or achievements. Opinions include beliefs of oneself, politics, business, products, and
future, among others. In addition, often socio-demographic variables are included (Plummer
1974).
Behavioral segmentation is the fourth segmentation base which includes such variables as
expenditure, purchase occasion, benefits, degree of usage, readiness stage, information source,
or marketing factor sensitivity (Beane & Ennis 1987). More generally, segmentation is based on
consumer’s knowledge of the product or service, attitude or response to the product or service
(Beane & Ennis 1987).
One form of behavioral segmentation is benefit segmentation, which has received wide approval
by researchers and practitioners and is used extensively in tourism research particularly (Frochot
& Morrison 2000). According to Weinstein (1994), the purpose of benefit segmentation is to
examine consumer purchase motivations. Thus, consumers are clustered according to the
product benefits they are seeking (Kotler et al. 2003). Weinstein (1994) defines benefits as the
sum of product advantages or satisfactions which meet customers’ needs or wants. They extend
beyond product attributes and aim at satisfying physical, emotional, or psychological needs
(Weinstein 1994). Weinstein (1994) adds that lifestyle, values, and purchase behavior generally
have a great impact on the benefits an individual seeks, and therefore the previous exploration of
psychographic or product usage bases is advantageous. Kotler et al. (2003) introduce two
reasons why customers’ benefit identification is useful. Firstly, it helps managers to develop and
provide products and services that have the features which provide desired benefits for the
customers. Secondly, communication between managers and customers is more effective if
managers know what benefits customers are seeking.
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Two segmentation approaches exist: a priori segmentation and a posteriori segmentation (Chen
2003; Dolnicar 2002; Mazanec 1992; Moscardo et al. 2001; Smith 1989). In a priori
segmentation, categorical variables (e.g. nationality, age) are selected in advance as descriptors
manifesting the similarities and differences in the variables of interest among the categorical
groups. In other words, the segments are pre-determined and they are profiled further with some
selected descriptors. Alternatively, in a posteriori (data-driven or factor-cluster) segmentation,
segments are delineated by the means of factor-cluster techniques on the basis of a selected set
of attitudinal or behavioral variables. Once the segments are determined, they are profiled with
the selected variables.
Market segmentation is not always a suitable or meaningful method for dividing markets. Smith
(1989) introduces three different patterns, one of which a population will exhibit and only one of
which supports reasonable market segmentation. In the first situation, everyone is so similar that
they all belong to the same segment. Alternatively, everyone may have different characteristics
and  groups  of  people  who  share  similar  qualities  do  not  exist  in  sufficient  extent.  In  the  two
above cases, market segmentation is not advantageous method. Instead, in the third situation one
or more groups of people with similar characteristics exist and they are relatively distinct from
each other. In this case, Smith (1989) recommends the usage of market segmentation methods.
Wilkie (1994) identifies three requirements for adequate market segments. Firstly, he refers to
the high group identity which means that members of a segment must be similar to each other in
the segment and different from members of other segments. Secondly, Wilkie (1994) suggests
that members of a segment should behave in a similar manner and, especially, respond similarly
to a specific marketing mix. Thirdly, he refers to the marketing mix efficiency potential, which
means an organization’s ability to develop an efficient marketing mix for each segment.
In more detail, Morrison (1996, cited in Mosarco et al. 2001) introduces eight criteria for
effective market segmentation. The first criterion, homogeneity, equates to the high group
identity by Wilkie (1994).  The second one requires that segments should be measurable i.e.
segments are identified with a reasonable degree of accuracy. The third criterion requires that
segments must be substantial enough in size to ensure separate attention. The fourth one refers
to accessibility – an organization must be able to reach the identified segments easily. The fifth
one suggests that segments must require different marketing approaches. This means that those
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characteristics of a segment which are most relevant to an organization’s services or products
must differ among segments. Segments must be defensible. The  sixth  criterion  refers  to
competitiveness, which means that segments must be suitable with the organization’s products
or services offered. The seventh criterion suggests that segments must be compatible with the
existing markets. The last criterion emphasizes the stability of segments. Segments must be
durable and remain relevant over an extend time period. Supporting criteria have been
suggested by Kotler (1988), who proposed four key characteristics which segments must
exhibit: measurability, accessibility, substantiability, and actionability.
2.2 Motivation based segmentation
Studies on tourism market segmentation indicate that no ideal base for segmentation exists
(Sung et  al.  2000).  However,  there  has  been  much debate  among segmentation  researchers  on
which bases markets should be segmented by (Moscardo et al. 2001). The exponents of
demographic and geographic segmentations (e.g. Morrison 1996, Wilkie 1994) argue that
segmentation by variables such as age, education, income, or location is much simpler and
easier in terms of statistical analysis. They also emphasize that such variables are easily
presented to and used by industry practitioners. At the same time, Jang et al. (2002) and Mok
and Iverson (2000) state that expenditure based segmentation is the most effective approach for
tourism marketers since they are primarily interested in identifying and targeting the tourists
who will spend most money. Several authors (e.g. Crompton 1979; Loker-Murphy 1996; May et
al. 2001) argue that particularly motivation based segmentation with emphasis on various items
is  one  of  the  most  effective.  According  to  Crompton  (1979),  motivations  are  the  primary
components of all tourism behavior. Therefore, he suggests that tourism industry would benefit
from motivation based segmentation in particular because it could provide insights that could be
of service to destination marketers in development and promotion of the tourism products. Next,
motivations will be discussed in general, in tourism and leisure context, and in event tourism
context.
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2.2.1 Motivations in general
According to Moutinho (1987,16), motivation is “a state of need, a condition that exerts a ‘push’
on  the  individual  toward  certain  types  of  action  that  are  seen  as  likely  to  bring  satisfaction”.
Newcomb et al. (1965, cited in Markin 1974, 166) define motivation as “a state of the organism
in which bodily energy is mobilized and directed in a selective fashion toward states of affairs
often, though not necessarily, in the external environment called goals”. Witt and Wright (1992)
emphasize that the concepts of needs and motivations are interrelated. They state that needs are
seen as a force which arouses motivational behavior. In other words, motivation occurs when a
person wants to fulfill a need (Mill & Morrisson 1985, cited in Witt & Wright 1992).
Maslow (1954) attempted to discover human needs in order to understand motivations and how
they can be fulfilled.  His theory of motivations is one of the most influential motivation
theories of human behavior, which can be applied in several areas such as organizational
psychology, marketing, and tourism. According to him, all human needs can be classified into a
hierarchy of five categories (figure 2). On the lowest level of the hierarchy are physiological
needs such as hunger, rest, or thirst. Maslow (1954) emphasized that physiological needs are the
most vital of all needs. As the physiological needs are satisfied, an individual seeks feeling of
safety, which is on the second level of the hierarchy. Safety needs are such needs as security,
shelter,  or  protection.  On  the  third  level,  needs  of belongingness and love emerge. Once
physiological and safety needs are gratified, an individual will hunger for affectionate relations
with people. Esteem needs  emerge  on  the  fourth  level  of  the  hierarchy.  People  tend  to  have  a
desire for stable, usually high evaluation of themselves, for self-respect, or self-esteem, and for
the esteem of others.  On the top of the hierarchy is need for self-actualization. It refers to an
individual’s desire for self-fulfillment, to tendency to be doing the best that they are capable of
doing. Maslow (1954) reminded that the emergence of the need for self-actualization rests on
prior satisfaction of the physiological, safety, love, and esteem needs.
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Figure 2 Maslow’s (1954) Hierarchy of Needs
Witt and Wright (1994) argue that the popularity of Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs derives
presumably from its simplicity. However, it has received a lot of critique (e.g. Hall & Page
2002; Witt & Wright 1994). Hall & Page (2002) noted that needs may occur simultaneously and
therefore hierarchical model is not necessarily ideal. Witt and Wright (1994) stated that the
theory excludes several important needs (e.g. needs as dominance, abasement, aggression),
perhaps because they do not fit properly into Maslow’s framework.
Murray (1938, cited in Witt & Wright 1994) offered also a theoretical model on human needs.
He identified 14 physiological and 30 psychological needs, which include needs such as
sentience, sex, activity, passivity, achievement, exhibition, dominance, aggression, abasement,
affiliation, and play (Witt & Wright 1994). Murray (1938, cited in Witt & Wright 1994)
suggests that knowing the degree of satisfaction of one need will not necessarily reveal anything
about the strength of others. Therefore, identification of an individual’s motivations involves
measuring the strength of all important needs rather than identifying the level in a hierarchy
which one has reached (Witt & Wright 1994). Witt and Wright (1994) state that compared to
Maslow’s framework, due to the diversity of needs, Murray’s theory is not as easily applicable
as Maslow’s. However, they add that, for tourism motivation research, Murray’s (1938) theory
provides a much more comprehensive list of human needs that may influence tourist behavior.
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Thus, Witt and Wright (1994) suggest that Murray’s model would provide more useful starting
point for research on tourist needs than Maslow’s better-known model.
2.2.2 Tourism and leisure motivations
Hsu et al. (2010) refers to Mill and Morrison (2002) as they note that tourist’s behavior is a
continuous process which includes various yet intercorrelated stages. They add that tourism
motivation has been seen as an essential part of the behavior process. Thus motivations have
gained a great interest in tourism and leisure research in the past decades. Understanding the
reasons why people  want  to  leave  their  usual  environment  is  a  question  that  attracts  a  large
amount of tourism and leisure researchers. Fodness (1994) states that motivation is only one of
many variables, such as perceptions and cultural conditions, by which tourist behavior can be
explained. However, he reminds that motivation is a crucial variable because it is the driving
force behind all behavior.
The predominant motivation theory within the tourism context is the push-pull theory
introduced by Dann (1977, 1981). According to him, tourism motivations are composed of two
opposing factors, namely push and pull factors. Push factors are mostly intrinsic motivators,
such as relaxation, prestige, adventure, social interaction, which drive tourists away from home
(Uysal & Jurowski 1994). Gnoth (1997) defines push factors as internally generated drives that
cause a tourist’s need to search for features in objects, situations, and events which include the
promise of reducing prevalent drives. In contrast, pull factors are defined as “those that emerge
as a result of the attractiveness of a destination as it is perceived by those with the propensity to
travel” (Uysal & Jurowski 1994, 844). In other words, they refer to the features of a specific
destination which attract tourists to the place (Dann 1977). According to Uysal and Jurowski
(1994), they might be tangible resources, such as beaches, cultural attractions, facilities, or
tourist’s perceptions and expectations, such as novelty, benefit expectation, marketing image.
Crompton (1979) notes that push factors are regarded useful in defining the desire to travel
while pull factors are used to explain the choice of a destination.
Dann (1977) identified two basic motivations for travel: anomie and ego-enhancement. Briefly,
anomie  represents  the  desire  to  get  away  from  it  all  and  to  leave  the  everyday  life.  Ego-
enhancement, for one, represents the need for recognition, which is obtained through the status
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gained by travel. Both anomie and ego-enhancement are regarded as push factors. Further, Dann
(1981) introduced seven approaches for tourism motivations. These approaches are 1) travel as
a response to what is lacking yet desired, 2) destinational “pull” in response to motivational
“push”, 3) motivation as fantasy, 4) motivation as classified purpose, 5) motivational
typologies, 6) motivation and tourist experiences, and 7) motivation as auto-definition and
meaning.
Crompton’s (1979) study on the motivations for pleasure vacation is a salient work in tourism
motivation. Using a qualitative approach through unstructured interviews Crompton (1979)
identified nine motives of pleasure vacationers which influence the selection of a destination.
Seven  motives  are  classified  as  socio-psychological  motives,  which  are  1) escape  from  a
perceived mundane environment, 2) exploration and evaluation of self, 3) relaxation, 4)
prestige, 5) regression, 6) enhancement of kinship relationships, and 7) facilitation of social
interaction. Remaining two motives are cultural in nature namely 8) novelty and 9) education.
According to Iso-Ahola (1982), tourism motivations can be divided into seeking and escaping
influences.  The  former  refers  to  the  person’s  desire  to  receive  psychological  rewards  through
traveling  in  a  different  environment.  The  latter  refers  to  the  person’s  willingness  to  leave  the
usual environment behind oneself. Further, both seeking and escaping influences include
personal and/or interpersonal dimensions. By escaping personal world, an individual can leave
behind personal problems, difficulties, or failures whereas escaping interpersonal world would
mean escaping friends, relatives, or coworkers. Seeking personal reward includes elements such
as self-determination, challenging, or learning. Again, people often pursue engagement in
leisure activities mainly for social purposes, which illustrates the interpersonal dimension of the
seeking influence.
Crompton’s (1979) seven socio-psychological motives, Iso-Ahola’s (1982) seeking and
escaping influences as well as Dann’s (1977) anomie and ego-enhancement motives are
examples of push factors whereas Crompton’s (1979) two cultural motives are examples of pull
factors. Dann (1977, 1981) suggests that a person’s decision to visit a destination is derived
from a prior need for travel and therefore push factors are often temporally antecedent to pull
factors. Pull factors of a destination both respond to and reinforce push motivations.
Consequently, Dann (1977) rationalizes that the significance of push factors is higher than
alleged. However, Dann (1981) notes that from marketing perspective, it is understandable that
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the focus is on the pull factors as they represent the specific features of the destination which
induce travel there once the decision for traveling has been made.
Several researchers have attempted to distinguish push and pull motivation factors in different
settings such as destinations (e.g. Jang & Cai 2002; Kozak 2000), nationalities (e.g. Cha et al.
1995; Kozak 2000; Zhang & Lam 1999), and events (e.g. Crompton & McKay 1997; Lee et al.
2004). Similarities can be found between the studies. Common push factors which are found in
most of the studies are knowledge-seeking, relaxation, and family togetherness. The most
typical pull factors include expenditure, facilities, safety, and accessibility.
Tourism motivations have also been explained by using Maslow’s (1954) needs hierarchy
theory of motivation (e.g. Pearce & Caltabiano 1983; Pearce 1988). Pearce and Caltabiano
(1983, cited in Pearce & Lee 2005) used Maslow’s theory as a framework to infer motivations
from tourists’ experiences and, later on, Pearce (1988, cited by Jang & Cai 2002) developed
Travel Career Ladder (TCL) motivation theory. TCL consists of five levels: relaxation needs,
safety/security needs, relationship needs, self-esteem and development needs, and self-
actualization/fulfillment needs. Like Maslow’s hierarchy, TCL is seen as organized into a
hierarchy, on the bottom of which is relaxation needs and on the top fulfillment needs. Pearce
(1993) explains that higher level needs include lower level needs and lower level needs have to
be experienced before reaching higher level needs. Pearce (1988, cited in Pearce 1993) argues
that people have careers in their tourist behavior. Equally to work career, people may start at
different levels and the levels are likely to change during their life-cycle. People may also retire
from their travel career or not take holidays at all being not a part of the system. Later, Pearce
and Lee (2005) modified the TCL theory in order to deemphasize its hierarchical elements,
which have been questioned by some authors (e.g. Ryan 1998).  They proposed Travel Career
Pattern (TCP), which emphasizes the dynamic pattern of motivations and their structure rather
than steps on a hierarchical ladder. Pearce and Lee (2005) suggested that travel motivation
patterns  include  four  major  motivation  factors,  which  can  be  seen  as  a  backbone  of  all  travel
motivations and travel career patterns. These factors are novelty, escape/relax, relationship, and
self-development.
In leisure research, Beard and Ragheb (1983, cited in Ryan 2002) introduced four motivational
components which are proved to be applicable to tourism as well (e.g. Ryan & Glendon 1998).
First, the intellectual component refers to an individual’s motivation to participate in activities
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which involve mental activities such as learning or exploring something new. Second, the social
component refers to an individual’s motivation to participate in activities for social reasons
whether it is the need for interpersonal relationships or the need for the esteem of others. Third,
competence-mastery component refers to an individual’s motivation to participate in activities
which one can compete, challenge, or master in. Fourth, stimulus-avoidance component refers to
the needs to escape or get away from everyday life, to the willingness to rest and unwind
themselves, or to the willingness to avoid social contacts. This categorization of motivations
forms a basis for Leisure Motivation Scale. Previously, Beard and Ragheb had developed two
other related scales, namely Measurement of Leisure Satisfaction (1980) and Leisure Attitudes
(1982), which were not proved to be particularly reliable (Ryan 2002).
According to Ragheb and Beard (1983, cited in Ryan 2002), intellectual component, as the other
motivational components as well, can be seen as a continuum between a high or a low level of
need. In the level of high need, an intellectual need is a primary drive, which means that the
primary reason for travel is to search for knowledge and to learn something new. For example,
visiting religious or historical sites as a primary purpose of a holiday refers to the high need. On
the other hand, an intellectual need may be on low level as an individual is trigged by a specific
event or environment. In this case, the primary interest might be on, for example, sunbathing
and relaxation. However, an intellectual need may arise as an interest towards culture or history
of a destination will increase during the trip.
Social component is further divided into two components by Ragheb and Beard (1983, cited in
Ryan 2002). First, a need for friendship refers to an individual’s need for spending time with
friends and relatives or meeting new people. Motivation to enhance kinship relationships and to
facilitate social interaction is also identified by Crompton (1979) and relationship as a central
motivation  by  Pearce  and  Lee  (2005).   Second,  a  need  for  the  esteem  of  others  refers  to  an
individual’s need for enhancing self-esteem and seeking a sense of ego and status. Several
tourism motivation researchers have also noted the importance of holidays as status-enhancing
experiences. For example, Dann (1977) identified ego-enhancement motive and Crompton
(1979), in turn, prestige motive.
Competence-mastery component represents an individual’s need to attend challenging and
competing activities. Ryan (2002) explains that competence-mastery needs are not only
associated with competition and keeping fit but they also can be expressed in other ways,
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including intellectual behavior. Beard and Ragheb (1983, cited in Ryan 2002) found a
relationship between intellectual, social, and physical, and relaxation needs. This means, for
example, that for some people, physical activity such as playing sport is relaxation and it also
meets the competency-mastery needs, while other people might express their mastery in creative
skill, which also meets the social needs through approval from others.
Stimulus-avoidance component by Ragheb and Beard (1983, cited in Ryan 2002) coincides
partly with escaping motivations of the other motivation theories (e.g. escape from a perceived
mundane environment motive by Crompton (1979) and escaping influence by Iso-Ahola
(1982)). However, Ragheb and Beard (1983) also include a need for rest and unwind into
stimulus-avoidance component, which does not necessarily mean physical relaxation – physical
activities might be highly mentally restful, in actuality.
2.2.3 Motivations within event tourism context
Research on motivations to attend events has expanded remarkably over the past decades.
Especially, motivations to attend different festivals have been a focus of a large number of
studies (e.g. Backman et al. 1995; Crompton & McKay 1997; Dewar et al. 2001; Uysal et al.
1993). Crompton and McKay (1997) introduced three reasons for better understanding of event
visitor motivations. First, understanding visitor motivations will contribute to providing better
services or products to them. If visitors’ needs are recognized, designing desirable program
elements is easier. Second, since motivation is closely related to satisfaction, fulfilling visitor’s
needs is crucial in order to guarantee satisfaction. Visitors who are satisfied with the previous
experience are more likely to revisit the event, which is often a prerequisite for viability of
events. Third, motives must be identified and prioritized before visitor’s decision process can be
understood. This will be likely to facilitate effectiveness in marketing actions.
Backman et al. (1995 cited in Lee et al. 2004) explored motivations to attend festivals, special
events, or exhibitions using data from the Pleasure Travel Market Survey in 1985. They
identified five dimensions of tourism motivations: excitement, external, family, socializing, and
relaxation. Some statistically significant differences in motivational factors according to
demographic variables were found. For example, excitement factor differs according to age and
marital status; external and relaxation factors according to age; and socializing factor according
to income.
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Crompton and McKay (1997) identified motivations to attend Fiesta San Antonio festival. They
also attempted to explore differences in motivations to attend different types of events in the
Fiesta. Six motivational components were identified: cultural exploration, novelty/regression,
recover equilibrium, known group socialization, external interaction, and gregariousness.
Significant  differences  emerged  in  the  motivations  to  attend  different  types  of  events.  For
example, visitors attending food events were less interested in cultural exploration and more
motivated by novelty/regression than the other groups. For food event attendees, the primary
motivations were recover equilibrium, known group socialization, and gregariousness. At the
same time, music event attendees were less motivated by these three factors than the other
factors. Balls attendees were also less motivated by recover equilibrium. They also were less
motivated by novelty/regression than the other events’ attendees.
Comparative study of motivations of locals and non-locals was conducted by Formica and Uysal
(1996, cited in Lee 2000). Five motivational factors were identified again: excitement and
thrills, socialization, entertainment, event novelty, and family togetherness. The results indicated
that locals tended to be more orientated to socialization whereas non-locals appeared to be more
entertainment orientated. Formica and Uysal (1998 cited in Lee et al. 2004) also studied
motivations to attend a cultural-historical event in Italy. Six factors emerged: event
attraction/excitement, group togetherness, cultural/historical, family togetherness, and site
novelty.
Lee (2000) conducted a comparative study on motivational differences between Caucasian and
Asian visitors of World Culture Expo. Seven motivational factors were identified: cultural
exploration, family togetherness, escape, novelty, external group socialization, event
attractions, and known group socialization. The results indicated that the Caucasian visitors
were likely to have higher motivations than the Asian ones. Both segments were less motivated
by family togetherness and more motivated by cultural exploration and event attractions. Later,
Lee et al. (2004) explored motivations to attend World Culture Expo attempting to find
differences between domestic and foreign visitors. The findings revealed six motivational
factors namely cultural exploration, family togetherness, novelty, escape, event attractions, and
socialization.
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Li et al. (2009) examined the visitor motivations to attend a rural community festival in United
States. They identified six motivational factors: escape, novelty, nostalgia and patriotism, event
excitement, family togetherness, and socialization. The prevailing motivation appeared to be
escape. Motivations differed in some extent according to socio-demographic characteristics. For
example, family togetherness and socialization were likely to vary according to age. Gender
differences were also identified: males were motivated more by novelty than were female
visitors, whereas nostalgia and patriotism was more important motivator for female than for
male visitors.
Uysal et al. (1993, cited in Lee 2000) identified motivational factors that affect the festival
visitors’ attendance to county Corn Festival. Five factors emerged: escape, excitement/thrills,
event novelty, socialization, and family togetherness. No statistically significant differences were
found when motivational factors were compared according to demographic variables. Same five
factors  (socialization, family togetherness, excitement/uniqueness, escape, and event novelty)
were also recognized by Mohr et al. (1993 cited in Lee et al. 2004) as they identified
motivations to attend a hot air balloon festival. With the respect of two factors of excitement and
novelty, first time and repeat visitors were found to have statistically significant difference.
Nicholson and Pearce (2001) suggested that more comprehensive and systematic approach to
the research of event visitor motivation is needed. According to them, it is important move
beyond the study of individual events to explore issues of greater generality and the broader
characteristics of event tourism. Thus, they conducted comparative study on visitor motivations
at four different types of events (two food and beverage festival, air show, and country and
music festival) in order to explore what is common to events in general and what is specific to
individual event. The major finding was that people go to different events for different purposes
and majority of event visitors are going to a specific event rather than any event in general.
Certainly some similarities were found, particularly between the food and beverage festivals.
The study consolidates the assumption that event visitors are not a homogenous group but their
motivations vary within different types of event.
Examination of the above-mentioned studies indicates that similarities in motivational factors
can be found. However, the orders and intensity of motivations varied across events. Five
motivational factors emerged as most prevailing motivations: escape, excitement, event novelty,
socialization, and family togetherness.
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Also the question of what motivates people to attend sport events has been studied in increasing
numbers by travel and tourism researchers. However, the majority of the research concentrates
on mainstream sport events given less attention to individual sport events (Daniels & Norman
2005). Two different aspects of sport event attendance motivations can be distinguished: leisure
motivation and fan motivation. As the primary interest of this study is on leisure motivation, fan
motivation literature will be discussed in limited extent only and more attention is paid to leisure
motivation literature.
Bennett et al. (2007) studied motivations to participate in charity-affiliated mass sport events.
They identified ten motivational factors, four of which were dominating. These are personal
involvement with the good cause(s) supported by an occasion, opportunities to lead a healthy
lifestyle provided by the event, an individual’s involvement with the sport in question, and the
desire to mix socially with other attendees. The most prevailing motivational factor appeared to
be  the  personal  involvement  with  the  good  cause(s)  supported  by  an  occasion.  Taylor  and
Shanka’s (2008) study showed similarities as they investigated motivations to attend sport
events organized by a not-for-profit organization. At the same time, they also examined
satisfaction and intention to attend the event in the future. The findings indicated that the most
important motivational component for participation was achievement (e.g. challenging oneself).
In addition, involvement in the event in terms of raising money for charity and health benefit
was important. Status such as proving oneself or the others was indicated as contributing to
motivation. The last significant component is socialization such as being with friends and
family.
Hall et al. (2010) identified the antecedents of sport event attendance and examined the
attendance motivations in the area of Melbourne, which is considered to be the sporting capital
of Australia. Seven factors were identified: entertainment, emotional arousal, back room, true
fan, front room, event, and social. The results highlighted that the most significant predictor of
attendance was found to be the facilities associated with the event. If attendees are dissatisfied
with facilities, it is likely to decrease attendance in the future, whilst satisfaction with venue
facilities is likely to have positive impact on future attendance.
Xu and Pegg (2007) explored the underlying motivations for event attendees engaging in the
Australian University Games. The results indicated that the primary reason to attend the event
was to socialize and be with friends. In addition, the desire to compete with others and to have a
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holiday away from home were among the most prevailing reasons for attendance. Based on the
results, Xu and Pegg (2007) highlighted that the event managers need to invest in social
activities  that  are  either  complementary  or  supportive  of  the  core  sport  activity  and  the  event
marketers have to provide information about the social program in their marketing materials.
Several scales for measuring sport fan motivation have been developed. SFMS scale (Sport Fan
Motivation Scale) introduced by Wann (1995) and later modified by Armstrong (2002) is a
measure of intrinsic and extrinsic sport spectator motivations. Later, SFMS scale has been
utilized in other sport event motivation researches (e.g. Wann et al. 1999; Daniels & Norman
2005). Trail and James (2001) developed an MSSC scale (Motivation Scale for Sport
Consumption), which is later used in Hoye and Lillis’s (2008) research on sport fan travel
motivations. Based on the previous motivation scales (e.g. Wann 1995; Funk et al. 2004; Trail
& James 2001), Funk et al. (2009) provided and tested SPEED (socialization, performance,
excitement, esteem, and diversion) approach on sport event attendance in mainstream sport
events. The findings suggested that the SPEED approach is valid and reliable tool for sport
event motivation research.
In conclusion, Crompton and McKay (1997) argue that event visitors’ motives for attendance
are the starting point that activates the decision process. Dewar et al. (2001) have similar views
on the matter. They state that knowing the visitors’ motivations often results to increasing
visitors’ enjoyment, getting them to stay longer and attracting more visitors to the place, among
others.  Knowing the visitors’ motivations allows event organizers to design the future program
more appropriately, catering for the specific needs of different groups at the event and attracting
them with appropriate marketing. For these reasons, understanding event visitors’ motivations is
essential and therefore should be given more attention to.
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2.3 Tourism market segmentation
Market segmentation is particularly popular within travel and tourism research (e.g. Ammann et
al. 2002; Bieger & Laesser 2002; Bieger et al. 2000; González & Bello 2002; Sirakaya et al.
2003). For tourism practitioners, market segmentation provides understanding of the needs and
wants of different tourist groups, which enable the practitioners to communicate effectively with
them (Jang et al. 2002). Market segmentation is also a valuable tool for identifying the tourists
who will spend most money on the tourism products, which is the objective of progressive
destination marketers (Mok & Iverson 2000).
A very large number of segmentation studies within different tourism context are conducted.
These include areas such as rural tourism (Frochot 2005; Kastenholz et al. 1999; Park & Yoon
2009; Song 2005), wellness tourism (Konu 2010), nature-based tourism (Beh & Bruyere 2007;
Galloway 2002; Marques et al. 2010; Palacio &McCool 1997), event tourism (Chang 2006;
Hede et al. 2004; Lee & Lee 2001; Lee et al. 2004; Li et al. 2009), sport and adventure tourism
(May et al. 2001; Ritchie et al. 2010; Sung et al. 2000), and senior travelers (Boksberger &
Laesser 2009; Shoemaker 1989).
Many alternative descriptors and variables to segment a tourism market exist. Review of the
previous tourism market segmentation literature reveals that commonly used segmentation
variables include activities (Ammann et al. 2002; Boksberger & Bartenwerffer 2003;
McKercher et al. 2002; Sung et al. 2000), attitudes (Chen 2003), benefits (Frochot 2005; Jang et
al. 2002; Marques et al. 2010; Palacio & McCool 1997; Yannopoulos & Rotenberg 1999),
expenditure (Mok & Iverson 2000; Shani et al. 2010), and motivations (Boo & Jones 2009;
Chang 2006; Lee & Lee 2001; Li et al. 2009).
As discussed earlier, the significance of motivation based segmentation in tourism has been
approved. Research related to the topic does appear to be extensive. Table 2 presents few
examples of studies, in which motivation based segmentation has been used in different tourism
contexts.
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Table 2 Cases for research on market segmentation by tourism motivations
Author(s) Year Country Context Data analysis Segments identified
Andreu et al. 2005 Turkey British travel market A,B,C,F fuzzy tourists, recreational-
type, active, escape seekers,
relax-quiet tourists
Beh & Bruyere 2007 USA nature-based tourism A,B,C,D,E escapists, learners,
spiritualists
Bieger & Laesser 2002 Switzerland Swiss travel market A,C,D,E compulsory travel, cultural
hedonism, family travel,
me(e/a)t marketing
Boksberger & Laesser 2009 Switzerland senior travel market A,C,D,E,F,H grizzled explorers, time-
honoured bon vivants, retro
travellers




Lee & Lee 2001 South-Korea event tourism A,B,C,H culture and variety seekers,
escape-oriented seekers,
least culture-oriented












Park & Yoon 2009 South-Korea rural tourism A,B,C,D,E,F family togetherness seekers,
passive tourists, want-it-all
tourists, learning and social
excitement seekers
Pesonen & Komppula 2010 Finland rural wellbeing
tourism
A,C,F,G wellbeing segment and 3
other segments (not labeled)




Sirakaya, et al. 2003 USA Japanese travel
market
A,B,C,E,G,H escapers, seekers (labeled as
such in accordance with Iso-
Ahola's (1982) theory)
note: data analysis coded as: descriptive statistics (A), factor analysis (B), cluster analysis (C ),
chi-square test(s) (D), discriminant analysis (E ), ANOVA (F), t-test(s)(G), other analysis (H)
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According to Lee and Lee (2001), segmenting event visitors by motivation enables event
managers to identify the strengths and opportunities of each visitor segment and helps guarantee
their satisfaction. Tkaczynski and Rundle-Thiele (2011) summarize that it is argued that event
visitors should be segmented based on their motivations because this approach explains why
visitors have made the decision to attend an event.
The focus of event tourism segmentation studies appears to be on festival events. Chang (2006)
conducted a study on the motivations of Taiwanese visitors of an aboriginal festival. Three
segments were identified: aboriginal cultural learners, change routine life travelers, and active
culture explorers. The results indicated that no significant difference in demographic variables
was found between the segments. The segments differ in terms of cultural interest and
socialization. Chang (2005) concluded that the cultural event visitors are relatively
heterogeneous, and therefore segmentation approach is valuable.
In similar vein, Lee and Lee (2001) studied the motivations of the visitors of Kyongju World
Culture Expo and further identified visitor segments based on motivational factors. The three
segments identified include the culture and variety seekers, the escape-oriented seekers, and the
least culture-oriented. Differences between the segments were evident with respect to the
motivations and demographic characteristics of the visitors. Lee et al. (2004) continued the
research on the motivations of festival visitors. The purpose was to identify visitor segments
based on motivations and to explore further the differences between domestic and foreign
visitors and overall satisfaction level. Four segments were identified: culture and family seekers,
multi-purpose seekers, escape seekers, and event seekers.  Differences were found between
domestic and foreign visitors within the segments.
De  Guzman  et  al.  (2006)  chose  a  slightly  different  approach.  They  attempted  to  explore  how
motivational factors account for local tourists’ patronage of a year-around festival in the
Philippines. They used the motivational statements formulated by Lee et al. (2004) in order to
identify motivational factors, which appeared to be same as which Lee et al. (2004) identified.
Cluster analysis revealed four segments: binding, bonding, blazing, and bracing. The results
showed that cultural exploration is the driving force behind local tourists attending the festival.
Overall findings support the cohesiveness of the Philipinos as a people rooted in a diverse
culture as shown in their cultural activities.
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Again, Li et al. (2009) examined the motivations of the visitors of a rural community-based
festival. They identified five visitor segments by means of the factor-cluster methods: family
travelers, event enthusiasts, loyal festival goers, escapers, and social gathering lovers. The
results indicated that no significant differences were found among the segments in terms of
demographic characteristics or visitor behavior. Instead, it was found that the segments differ in
terms of the perception of the festival and revisiting intention of the visitors.
In conclusion, tourists, event tourists, and sport event tourists have been segmented based on
various different psychographic and behavioral attributes. One of the most predominant
segmentation bases appears to be motivation. Motivation based segmentation has a large number
of exponents (e.g. Crompton 1979; Loker-Murphy 1996; May et al. 2001), who state that
motivation is the primary force behind all tourism behavior and therefore should be used as a
segmentation base. Importance of motivation based segmentation in event tourism has been
acknowledged and related research is extensive. As Lee et al. (2004) conclude, segmenting
event visitors and understanding their characteristics based on motivations will be important for
successful event management in the future. They remind that competitive forces require that
industry practitioners recognize and monitor visitors’ needs and satisfactions as promoting event
features in their marketing actions. Due to these reasons, motivation as a base for segmentation
is used in this study.
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3 METHODOLOGY
The purpose of the empirical case study is 1) to examine the motivations of tourists attending
Sulkava Rowing Race event 2010, 2) to identify underlying motivational components of the
event visitor motivations, 3) to segment the market based on the motivational components, and
4)  to  examine  differences  between  the  segments  with  respect  to  socio-demographic,  event
attendance, and expenditure variables. Data analysis includes two methods: principal component
analysis and cluster analysis, which are widely used in this type of travel and tourism research
(Dolnicar & Grün 2008). A posteriori approach was used in segmentation, which means that
segments are delineated through cluster analysis as opposed to a priori approach, which requires
delineation of segments in advance.
3.1 Data collection and questionnaire design
The data used in this study was collected in Sulkava Rowing Race event from 8th to 11th July
2010. Both local and non-local event visitors were qualified to participate in the survey which
was conducted as an on-site survey. An on-site survey is executed in a particular recreation or
leisure environment, on which the visitors are interviewed or handed a questionnaire for self-
completion (Veal 1997). This is one of the most common types of survey in tourism and leisure
(Veal 1997). In this study, which is part of Development of Leisure and Tourism Research
Competence project of University of Eastern Finland, quantitative questionnaires were
distributed to the visitors for self-completion.
The questionnaire (appendix 1 and 2) consists of five parts including background information
(questions 1–8), interests in sports (questions 9–10a), event attendance (questions 11–18),
expenditure (question 19), and travelling information of non-local visitors (questions 20–26). In
addition, question 27 allows of other comments. By filling in the respondent’s contact
information, she/he is given a chance to win event products in the lottery.  The questionnaire
includes mainly pre-coded questions, which means that the respondents are offered a range of
answers to choose from (Brunt 1997). Several questions also includes the option ‘other’ (and the
respondents specify what the ’other’ is), which are combination of pre-coded and open-ended
questions (Brunt 1997). In expenditure part, respondents were asked to estimate how much
money they have spend in the event, in Sulkava, and in neighboring localities. They were asked
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to specify several different items of expenditure such as accommodation, transportation,
restaurants, and groceries. Open space for estimates was provided in the questionnaire.
In this study, selected parts of the questionnaire are applied. Background information part,
which includes socio-demographic variables (gender, age, place (city/country) of residence, type
of family, educational level, social status, and annual income), is first analyzed with descriptive-
statistics in order to explore the overall sample profile. On the later phase, as the profile of each
segment will be identified, socio-demographic variables will be explored again. Similarly,
selected variables of part three (event attendance) are applied to profile both the overall sample
and the segments. In addition, expenditure of each segment will be examined in order to identify
the segment that spends the most money in Sulkava municipality.
Event attendance part includes among others 25 motivational items, which is the primary
interest of this research. Motivations were measured using a five-point Likert scale ranging from
very important=1 to no importance at all=5  so  as  to  identify  the  reasons  visitors  attend  the
event. The statements were formulated based on the push-pull theory (Dann 1977, 1981) and the
Leisure Motivation Scale (Beard & Ragheb 1983). In addition, there was an open space for other
reasons that respondents could express in their own words. The purpose of this open question
was to find out specific motivations of this particular sport event which were not identified by
the researcher.
3.2 Research data
The number of responses is 848. The sample includes mainly responses by Finnish nationals but
also roughly thirty responses by foreign nationals. The Finnish and foreign responses are not
analyzed separately. Table 3 presents the socio-demographic characteristics of the event visitors
in the sample. Descriptive analysis of the sample shows that there is no remarkable difference
between the share of female visitors (52.0 %) and that of males. Visitors were likely to be aged
between 30 – 60 years (62.9 %), work as an officer worker (28.9 %) or other employee (29.9 %)
with vocational education (vocational training/polytechnics) (57.4 %). Also 21.7 % of
respondents have a university degree. Visitors were likely to live alone (22.9 %) or have a
family with children over the age of 15 (20.3 %). Annual household income were likely to range
from 30 000 to 44 999 € (22.3 %). 8.9 % of all respondents have household income over 90 000
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€. Overwhelming majority of visitors was non-local: only 6.1 % of visitors were local residents
of Sulkava municipality. Above-mentioned percentual figures are valid percents.
Table 3 Socio-demographic characteristics of all respondents (N=848)
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
Gender Social status
Female 437 (51.5%) Executive level 86 (10.1%)
Male 404 (47.6%) Officer worker 227 (26.8%)
Missing 7 (0.8%) Other employee 235 (27.7%)
Entrepreneur 61 (7.2%)
Age Unemployed 27 (3.2%)
Up to 20 38 (4.5%) Student 64 (7.5%)
21–30 137 (16.2%) Pensioner 79 (9.3%)
31–40 154 (18.2%) Other 7 (0.8%)
41–50 213 (25.1%) Missing 62 (7.3%)
51–60 166 (19.6%)
61–70 85 (10.0%) Annual household income (€)
More than 70 16 (1.9%) Up to 14 999 76 (9.0%)
Missing 39 (4.6%) 15 000–29 999 105 (12.4%)
30 000–44 999 168 (19.8%)
Recidence 45 000–59 999 145 (17.1%)
Local resident 52 (6.1%) 60 000–74 999 130 (15.3%)
Non-resident 795 (93.8%) 75 000–89 999 63 (7.4%)
Missing 1 (0.1%) More than 90 000 67 (7.9%)
Missing 94 (11.1%)
Educational level
Comprehensive school 101 (11.9%) Family type
Upper secondary school 64 (7.5%) Single 188 (22.2%)
Vocational training 301 (35.5%) Relationship, no children 155 (18.3%)
Polytechnics 167 (19.7%) Relationship, children moved out 58 (6.8%)
University 177 (20.9%) Family with children / single parent
Other 6 (0.7%)      children under 7 years 146 (17.2%)
Missing 32 (3.8%) Family with children / single parent
     also children aged 7-15 years 71 (8.4%)
Family with children / single parent




Sulkava Rowing Race event attendance information is illustrated in table 4. Descriptive analysis
shows that majority of the visitors (57.4 %) are attending the event in their free time. 31.0 % of
the respondents report that they are attending the event as a rower. The majority of visitors (72.6
%) are attending the event for one or two days. The decision to attend the event was likely to be
made several months prior to the event (35.5 %). 28.7 % of the respondents made the decision
already last year when attending the event. The proportion of first-time visitors was 29.7 %.
Most  visitors  (36.3  %)  had  attended  the  event  1–5 times previously. Even 64 % of the
respondents announced that they will attend the event also next year while only 2 % of the
respondents did not have intention to revisit the event next year. Above-mentioned percentual
figures are valid percents.




I am at the event… Decision to attend the event
In my free time 475 (56.0%) The day of the event 59 (7.0%)
For my work /representing 24 (2.8%) 1–3 days prior to the event 79 (9.3%)
As a performer 2 (0.2%) < 1 week prior to the event 42 (5.0%)
Working / as a voluntary worker 40 (4.7%) < 1 month prior to the event 100 (11.8%)
As a long distance rower 99 (11.7%) Several months prior to the event 277 (32.7%)
As a competing rower 157 (18.5%) A year ago / in the event last year 224 (26.4%)
As a supporter 30 (3.5%) Missing 67 (7.9%)
Missing 21 (2.5%)
Previous attendance
Participation in the event This is the first time 224 (26.4%)
1 days 254 (30.0%) 1–5 times 274 (32.3%)
2 days 279 (32.9%) 6–10 times 124 (14.6%)
3 days 139 (16.4%) 11–15 times 47 (5.5%)
4 days 63 (7.4%) 16–20 times 40 (4.7%)
Missing 113 (13.3%) More than 20 times 46 (5.4%)
Missing 93 (11.0%)
Intention to attend
the event next time
Yes 520 (61.3%)
No 16 (1.9%)
I do not know 277 (32.7%)
Missing 35 (4.1%)
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3.3 Statistical analysis methods
The data was analyzed by using two multivariate techniques. First, principal component analysis
(PCA) was conducted in order to reduce the original number of motivational items (25) and to
reveal the underlying motivations that have affected the visitors’ decision to attend Sulkava
Rowing Race event. Second, cluster analysis was conducted in order to segment the event
visitors based on the delineated components. In order to reduce the number of items used in the
cluster analysis, clusters were formed on the basis of factors identified instead of individual
metrics.
Conducting effective multivariate analyses requires that the data has no missing values
(Metsämuuronen 2001). In this research data, the original sample size was 848, of which 310
were discarded due to missing values in motivational items. Accordingly, the effective sample
size is 538 respondents. However, the final sample size remains large enough for multivariate
analyses (200 or more is a recommended sample size (Metsämuuronen 2001)).
3.3.1 Factor analysis and principal component analysis
Factor analysis (FA) includes a set of techniques for determining the extent to which variables
can be grouped together so that they can be analyzed as one combined variable or factor instead
of a series of separate variables (Cramer 2003). Principal components analysis, explorative
factor analysis, and confirmatory factor analysis are different types of factor analysis methods.
In this study, principal component analysis was applied.
The main difference between factor analysis and principal component analysis (PCA) is the way
they analyze the variance in the set of variables (Nummenmaa 2004). In PCA, the purpose is to
account  for  as  much  variance  as  possible  in  data  –  not  to  explain  the  correlations  among
variables.  Factor  analysis,  on  the  other  hand,  aims  to  account  for  the  correlation  between  the
variables. Briefly, the former is oriented toward explaining variance and the latter toward
explaining covariance. (Kim & Mueller 1987)
In PCA, statistical program (e.g. SPSS) calculates the loading (correlation) of each variable with
each component and eigenvalues for each component. Eigenvalues are the sum of the squares of
the loadings of all variables which are analyzed for each component. (Frochot & Morrison 2000)
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Frochot  and  Morrison  (2000)  take  note  that  in  this  kind  of  travel  and  tourism  research,  often
used criterion in determining the number of components to select is considering only those
components with eigenvalues of 1.0 or more. This criterion is used also in this study. Further,
the percentage of variance explained by each component is calculated by dividing the
component’s  eigenvalue  by  the  total  number  of  components.  Total  variance  is  the  sum  of
variances of each component. The bigger the cumulative percentage is, the better the component
solution explains the total variance in the data (Nummenmaa 2004).
In order to make components easier to interpret component rotation has to be applied. Two main
rotation methods are an orthogonal method and an oblique method (Kim & Mueller 1978). The
main difference between these two methods is that the factors (components) in an orthogonal
rotation are unrelated, whilst the factors (components) in an oblique rotation are correlated
(Bryman & Cramer 1997). Varimax rotation is a widely used orthogonal method, which seems
to give clearer separation of the factors or components (Frochot & Morrison 2000; Kim &
Mueller 1978). Frochot and Morrison (2000) take note that the most travel and tourism
researchers who have used factor analysis have used Varimax rotation. This rotation method is
applied also in this study.
3.3.2 Cluster analysis
Cluster analysis refers to a wide range of statistical methods, which is used for sorting items into
a smaller number of homogenous classes on the basis of their similarities (Lorr 1983; Saunders
1994). Thus clustering extracts categories from data which represent a reduction of complex
data and may result to conceptual simplifications (Krippendorff 1980). Dolnicar (2002)
describes cluster analysis as a tool for dividing a number of cases into subgroups based on a pre-
specified  criterion,  which  is  presumed  to  reveal  the  similarities  within  the  subgroups  and  the
differences between the subgroups.
Two main cluster analysis methods in SPSS are hierarchical cluster analysis and K-means
cluster analysis, which is a non-hierarchical clustering method. The difference between these
two methods is that hierarchical cluster analysis can be used to cluster both variables and cases
whereas K-means cluster analysis can be used to cluster only cases (Metsämuuronen 2001). In
this study, K-means cluster analysis was applied. K-means cluster analysis can be applied to
cluster a large number of cases (200 or more) (Norusis 1994), and therefore it is a suitable
42
method in this research. K-means cluster analysis, unlike hierarchical cluster analysis, produces
only one solution for the number of clusters, which must be specified by the researcher (Norusis
1994). Therefore, several trials are required to test which number of clusters produces the best
solution.
In K-means cluster analysis procedure tentative cluster centers are defined. Each observation is
connected to the closest cluster center. Further, more specific cluster centers are calculated
based on the new observations. This iterative procedure to identify the cluster centers is
continued until the cluster centers do not change based on the new observations or until the
maximum number of iterations is reached. (Metsämuuronen 2003) Final cluster centers are
average values of the variables (factors) for cases in the cluster. The algorithm seeks to
minimize within-cluster variance and maximize variability between clusters.
While cluster analysis is a widely used market segmentation method, it does have its
preconditions. Several requirements and conditions must be satisfied for proper application of
the method. The utility of pre-defined clusters must be assessed by three criteria: size,
meaningfulness, and criterion validity. Accordingly, conducting a valid cluster analysis requires
that each cluster should have enough cases to be meaningful. The meaning of each cluster
should be readily intuited from the variables used to create the clusters. Crosstabulation of the
clusters by variables derived from the theory or prior research should reveal the expected level
of association. (Internet 3)
43
4 RESULTS
4.1 Descriptive analysis of the effective sample
The effective sample size was 538 respondents. Socio-demographic characteristics of the sample
are presented in table 5. Descriptive analysis shows that the proportion of female visitors is
slightly bigger (52.8%) than that of males. Visitors were likely to be aged between 30 – 50 years
(50.5%) and have vocational training education (35.6%) or university degree (24.2%). They
were likely to work as an officer worker (32.0%) or other employee (30.6%) with annual
household income from 30 000 to 44 999 € (20.6%). Visitors were likely to be singles (24.1%)
or  have  family  with  children  under  the  age  of  7  (20.5%).  Majority  of  visitors  was  non-local
(95.5%) – only 4.5 % of visitors were local residents of Sulkava municipality. Above-mentioned
percentual figures are valid percents.
Table 5 Socio-demographic characteristics of the effective sample (N=538)
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
Gender Social status
Female 284 (52.8%) Executive level 58 (10.8%)
Male 254 (47.2%) Officer worker 162 (30.1%)
Missing none Other employee 155 (28.8%)
Entrepreneur 40 (7.4%)
Age Unemployed 16 (3.0%)
Up to 20 28 (5.2 %) Student 46 (8.6%)
21–30 95 (17.7%) Pensioner 26 (4.8%)
31–40 112 (20.8%) Other 3 (0.6%)
41–50 150 (27.9%) Missing 32 (5.9%)
51–60 93 (17.3%)
61–70 38 (7.1%) Annual household income (€)
More than 70 3 (0.6%) Up to 14 999 44 (8.2%)
Missing 19 (3.5%) 15 000–29 999 66 (12.3%)
30 000–44 999 103 (19.1%)
Recidence 45 000–59 999 97 (18.0%)
Local resident 24 (4.5%) 60 000–74 999 91 (16.9%)
Non-resident 513 (95.4%) 75 000–89 999 44 (8.2%)
Missing 1 (0.2%) More than 90 000 54 (10.0%)
Missing 39 (7.2%)
Educational level
Comprehensive school 49 (9.1 %) Family type
Upper secondary school 48 (8.9%) Single 127 (23.6%)
Vocational training 187 (34.8%) Relationship, no children 94 (17.5%)
Polytechnics 112 (20.8%) Relationship, children moved out 43 (8.0%)
University 127 (23.6%) Family with children / single parent
Other 2 (0.4%)      children under 7 years 108 (20.1%)
Missing 13 (2.4%) Family with children / single parent
     also children aged 7-15 years 48 (8.9%)
Family with children / single parent




Event attendance information of the effective sample is presented in table 6. 58.1 % of the
visitors were attending the event in their free time and 33.6 % attended the event as a rower. The
majority of visitors (70.9 %) are attending the event for one or two days. Visitors were likely to
make the decision to attend the event several months prior to the event (33.3 %) and 30.4 % of
the respondents made the decision already last year when attending the event. Most visitors
(41.0 %) had attended the event 1–5 times previously. The proportion of first-time visitors was
24.0%. Even 65.1 % of the respondents were planning to attend the event also next year. Only
2.4 % of the respondents did not have intention to revisit the event next year. Above-mentioned
percentual figures are valid percents. Comparison of the total sample and the effective sample
profiles proves that no remarkable differences exist in terms of socio-demographic
characteristics or event attendance.
Table 6 Event attendance information of the effective sample (N=538)
Frequency (%) Frequency (%)
I am at the event… Decision to attend the event
In my free time 298 (55.4%) The day of the event 36 (6.7 %)
For my work /representing 18 (3.3%) 1–3 days prior to the event 52 (9.7%)
As a performer 2 (0.4%) < 1 week prior to the event 23 (4.3%)
Working / voluntary worker 24 (4.5%) < 1 month prior to the event 77 (14.3%)
As a long distance rower 69 (12.8%) Several months prior to the event 172 (32.0%)
As competing rower 111 (20.6%) A year ago / in the event last year 157 (29.2%)
As a supporter 14 (2.6%) Missing 21 (3.9%)
Missing 2 (0.4%)
Previous attendance
Participation in the event This is the first time 121 (22.5%)
1 days 167 (31.0%) 1–5 times 207 (38.5%)
2 days 194 (36.1%) 6–10 times 91 (16.9%)
3 days 98 (18.2%)
11–15
times 33 (6.1%)
4 days 45 (8.4%)
16–20
times 29 (5.4%)
Missing 34 (6.3%) More than 20 times 24 (4.5%)
Missing 33 (6.1%)
Intention to attend
the event next time
Yes 347 (64.5%)
No 13 (2.4%)
I do not know 173 (32.2%)
Missing 5 (0.9%)
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4.2 Principal component analysis
Before starting conducting principal component analysis, mean, standard deviation, and median
were calculated for each variable (table 7). First, the variables were recoded so that the values
range from 1=no importance at all to 5=very important. The results show that the respondents
were most likely to have attended the event for the following major motivating items: to spend
time/be together with friends (mean 4.06), the environment/milieu of the event (3.94), or because
I like the atmosphere of the event (3.91). Respondents would least likely have attended the event
for the following reasons: particular performer (1.88), my spouse/girlfriend/boyfriend pressured
me (1.93), or concerts and other additional program of the event (2.28).
Table 7 Motivations to attend the event
Motivational item N Mean S.D Med.
To spend time/be together with friends 754 4.060 1.175 4
Because of the environment/milieu of the
event 724 3.940 1.060 4
Because I like the atmosphere of the event 737 3.910 1.048 4
To change the pace of everyday life 724 3.690 1.164 4
To be together with like-minded people 727 3.660 1.257 4
Because I have been in this even before and had a good time 696 3.660 1.467 4
To relax 732 3.640 1.105 4
Because of the good reputation of the event 711 3.630 1.071 4
To experience something new and interesting 726 3.480 1.227 4
Chance to see the lake nature 662 3.420 1.286 4
To change the routines 703 3.390 1.226 4
To support the event 717 3.350 1.239 3
To be close to the nature 713 3.250 1.288 3
Because rowing is close to my heart 724 3.200 1.328 3
To meet new people 708 3.200 1.205 3
To learn something new 712 2.990 1.235 3
A friend recommended the event 706 2.950 1.447 3
To spend time/be together with family/relatives 709 2.920 1.586 3
To get to know Sulkava/Savonlinna
region 711 2.900 1.251 3
Because of the quality of additional program
(concerts etc.) 700 2.830 1.136 3
To experience traditional lifestyle 702 2.800 1.301 3
Because rowing is an important hobby
for me 712 2.730 1.445 3
Because of the concerts and other additional program of the
event 709 2.280 1.329 2
My spouse/girlfriend/boyfriend pressured me 690 1.930 1.406 1
Because of a particular performer 691 1.880 1.244 1
note: 1=no importance at all, 5=very important
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In PCA, the cutoff point of 0.44 was used to include items in interpretation of a component. This
limit for variable loadings is considered to be sufficient in exploratory research (Comrey 1973).
The first run produced a five-component solution with eigenvalues greater than 1, accounting
for 61.547% of the total variance. A Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin measure yielded 0.871 (> 0.6) and
Barlett’s Test of Sphericity 0.000 (<0.0001), which indicate that the data matrix was adequate
for conducting PCA. One variable with low loading (below 0.44) was observed (to support the
event). This variable was deleted from the analysis. A new component solution with eigenvalues
greater than 1 resulted in a five-component solution accounting for 62.279% of the total
variance.
The first component included eight variables, two of which were also included in the third
component (to relax and to change the pace of everyday life). However, they had slightly
stronger loadings on the first component. The second component included five variables, the
third six variables (two of which with stronger loading on the first component), the fourth five
variables, and the fifth two variables. The two variables which had loadings on two components
were deleted. A new component solution with eigenvalues greater than 1 resulted in a five-
component solution accounting for 63.555% of the total variance. A Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin
measure yielded 0.855 (> 0.6) and Barlett’s Test of Sphericity 0.000 (<0.0001). Still one
variable (to get to know Sulkava/Savonlinna region) had loading on two components, however
stronger loading being on the other component. Therefore, it was not removed from the analysis.
At this point, the first component included six variables, which were event related items. The
second component included five variables, which were related to novelty. The third component
had five variables, which could be described as entertainment. The fourth component included
four variables with nature and tradition attributes. The fifth component consisted of two
variables which were related to rowing. The communalities ranged from 0.458 to 0.779. The
next step was to calculate Cronbach’s alfa for each component, which measures the internal
consistence of the factors (Metsämuuronen 2003). The lowest acceptance level of Cronbach’s
alfa is 0.6 (Nunnally 1978).  The results indicate that the component solution is reliable.
The results of principal component analysis are presented in table 8. Five components were
named as event attraction, novelty, entertainment, nature and relaxation, and rowing desire.
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Component loading Eigenvalue alfa (?) explained
Event attraction 3.476 0.814 15.800
Because I like the atmosphere of the event 0.820
Because of the environment/milieu of the
event 0.774
To be together with like-minded people 0.666
To spend time/be together with friends 0.652
Because of the good reputation of the event 0.623
Because I have been in this event before
and had a good time 0.565
Novelty 3.103 0.811 14.103
To experience something new and interesting 0.737
Friend recommended the event 0.714
To learn something new 0.691
To meet new people 0.558
To get to know Sulkava/Savonlinna region 0.506
Entertainment 2.784 0.695 12.656
Because of a particular performer 0.774
Because of the concerts and other additional
program of the event 0.753
My spouse/girlfriend/boyfriend pressured me 0.645
Because of the quality of additional program 0.634
To spend time/be together with
family/relatives 0.484
Nature and relaxation 2.563 0.767 11.649
Chance to see the lake nature 0.781
To be close to the nature 0.780
To change the routines 0.567
To experience traditional lifestyle 0.487
Rowing desire 2.056 0.842 9.347
Because rowing is an important hobby for  me 0.827
Because rowing is close to my heart 0.814
total % of variance explained 63.555
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4.3 Cluster analysis
K-means cluster analysis was conducted in order to distinguish different visitor segments among
Sulkava Rowing Race event visitors. Since K-means cluster analysis presumes that the number
of clusters is determined by the researcher in advance, different cluster solutions (trials with two
to six clusters) were executed. Finally, five cluster solution proved to be the most relevant as it
gave the most interpretable solutions (table 9). This solution resulted from cluster analysis based
on the motivational components identified in PCA.
Table 9 Results of cluster analysis
Motivational component Cluster
I II III IV V
Event attraction  0.52187  -0.44781  -0.38042  0.09506  0.18998
Novelty  -0.38782  0.26489  0.96796  -0.92866  0.02596
Entertainment  0.18567  1.55706  -0.70582  -0.30443  -0.46564
Nature and relaxation  -1.12100  0.25933  0.10321  0.83336  -0.13150
Rowing desire  -0.57922  0.27211  -0.69139  -0.50190  1.14042
note: bolded values present the highest value among the clusters
italicized values present values higher than component median
The first motivation based segment (n=94, 17.4 %) is the smallest one and its members value
highly event related attributes such as the atmosphere of the event and socialization with like-
minded people. Attributes related to nature and relaxation are less important to them. The
segment is labeled event enthusiasts.
The  members  of  the  second  segment  (n=98,  18.2%)  are  characterized  as  those  who  value
additional program at the event the most. Also being with family and relatives is important to
them. The least important attributes for them are related to event attractions such as the
atmosphere of the event. This segment is labeled hangarounds.
The most valuable attributes for the members of the third segment (n=107, 19.9%) are novelty
related. They have a desire to learn and experience new things and see new places. On the other
hand, entertainment and rowing related attributes are not important to them. Thus the segment is
labeled novelty seekers.
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The fourth motivation based segment (n=104, 19.3%) includes visitors who appreciate nature
the most and they wish to be close to the nature and soak up the nature atmosphere. This is a
way for them to break the routines of life. They value novelty related attributes the least. This
segment is labeled nature lovers.
The fifth segment (n=135, 25.1%) is the largest. The members are characterized as those who
primary purpose of attendance is active participation i.e. rowing as they love rowing as a hobby.
Entertainment and nature related attributes are not that important for them. Therefore, the
segment is labeled rowing enthusiasts.
Crosstabulation calculations were performed to provide socio-demographic profiles (table 10
and 11) and event attendance information of the segments (table 12). Also, expenditure in the
event and Sulkava municipality was calculated (table 13). The results show that respondents’
age follows fairly similar pattern across the segments. Visitors are more likely to be aged
between 41 and 50 except novelty seekers who are most probably aged between 21 and 30. Also
social status follows fairly similar pattern across the segments visitors being most likely officer
workers or other employees.  The chi-square statistic was used to determine whether there are
statistically significant differences between the segments. The results show that there are no
statistically significant differences in terms of education level and annual household income
(p>0.05, Nummenmaa 2004). Statistically significant differences were found in terms of the
other socio-demographic variables.
Event enthusiasts are more likely to be females aged between 41 and 50 and have family with
children less than 7 years or be single. Visitors in this segment most probably have vocational
education (vocational training/polytechnics) and work as an officer worker or other employee.
Annual household incomes of the visitors in this segment are highest across the segments.
27.7% of the event enthusiasts have annual income higher than 75 000 Euros. Hangarounds are
also most probably aged between 41 and 50 but the share of young people (20 years or less) is
the biggest across the segments. They are most likely to be singles. The share of females is equal
to that of males. Visitors in this segment most likely have vocational training and work as other
employee. The share of students is the highest across the segments. Also the share of local
residents is the highest in this segment.
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Novelty seekers are most likely to be aged from 21 to 30 and the share of females nearly equals
that of males. The visitors in this segment most probably have university degree, which is the
highest share across the segments, and work as an officer worker with annual income from
30 000 to 44 999. The share of singles is 36.4%, which is clearly highest across the segments.
Nature lovers are most probably females aged from 41 to 50 and have family with children
under the age of seven. They are likely to have vocational training or university degree and work
as an officer worker with annual income from 45 000 to 59 999 Euros. Rowing enthusiasts are
likely to be males aged from 41 to 50. They are likely to be singles and have vocational training.
They most probably work as an officer worker with annual income from 30 000 to 44 999
Euros.
Table 10 Socio-demographic characteristics of the segments















    Male 43.6 (%) 50.0 50.5 31.7 57.0 47.2
    Female 56.4 50.0 49.5 68.3 43.0 52.8
Age 58.028 <0.001
Up to 20 5.3 10.2 4.7 3.8 3.0 5.2
    21–30 13.8 17.3 31.8 12.5 13.3 17.7
    31–40 13.8 17.3 29.0 24.0 19.3 20.8
    41–50 40.4 28.6 19.6 26.9 25.9 27.9
    51–60 17.0 14.3 9.3 22.1 22.2 17.3
    61–70 7.4 8.2 2.8 6.7 9.6 7.1
    70 or more 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.2 0.6
    Missing 2.1 4.1 2.8 3.8 4.4 3.5
Recidence 11.229 0.024
    Local resident 6.4 8.2 1.9 6.7 0.8 4.5
    Non-resident 93.6 91.8 98.1 93.3 98.5 95.4
    Missing 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.2
Educational level 26.106 0.162
    Comprehensive school 10.6 11.2 5.6 7.7 10.4 9.1
    Upper secondary school 9.6 8.1 14.0 5.8 7.4 8.9
    Vocational training 31.9 48.0 29.0 30.1 34.8 34.8
    Polytechnics 24.5 16.3 20.6 23.1 20.0 20.8
    University 20.2 14.2 29.9 29.8 23.0 23.6
    Other 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.4
    Missing 2.2 2.0 0.9 2.9 3.7 2.4
Social status (%) 45.057 0.022
    Executive level 11.7 11.2 9.3 9.6 11.9 10.8
    Officer worker 22.3 17.3 33.6 39.4 34.8 30.1
    Other employee 25.5 32.7 30.8 31.7 24.4 28.8
    Entrepreneur 9.6 8.2 9.3 1.9 8.1 7.4
    Unemployed 1.0 5.1 4.7 3.8 0.7 3.0
    Student 11.7 15.3 8.4 4.8 4.4 8.6
Pensioner 6.4 6.1 0.9 2.9 7.4 4.8
    Other 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.7 0.6
    Missing 10.6 4.1 2.8 4.8 7.4 5.9
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Table 11 Socio-demographic characteristics of the segments (continued)














Annual household income 31.968 0.128
    Up to 14 999 10.6 (%) 11.2 11.2 3.8 5.2 8.2
    15 000–29 999 10.6 11.2 16.8 10.6 11.9 12.3
    30 000–44 999 18.1 14.3 25.2 14.4 22.2 19.1
    45 000–59 999 12.8 17.3 18.7 24.0 17.0 18.0
    60 000–74 999 16.0 16.3 11.2 20.2 20.0 16.9
    75 000–89 999 12.8 3.1 7.5 9.6 8.1 8.2
    More than 90 000 14.9 13.3 6.5 8.7 8.1 10.0
    Missing 4.3 13.3 2.8 8.7 7.4 7.2
Family
type 47.677 0.003
    Single 22.3 23.5 36.4 16.3 20.0 23.6
    Relationship, no
children 17.0 13.3 22.4 18.3 16.3 17.5
    Relationship, children
moved out 2.1 8.2 8.4 11.5 8.9 8.0
    Family with children/single parent
    children under 7 years 22.3 22.4 15.0 26.0 16.3 20.1
    Family with children/single parent
    also children aged 7–15
years 12.8 4.1 7.5 6.7 12.6 8.9
    Family with children/single parent
    children over 15 years 20.2 20.4 3.7 15.4 19.3 15.8
    Other 2.1 6.1 5.6 1.9 3.7 3.9
    Missing 1.1 2.0 0.9 3.8 3.0 2.2
note:errors in percentage total due to rounding
Event attendance information of the segments is presented in table 12. Statistically significant
differences were found between the segments except in terms of the number of days attending
the event (p>0.05, Nummenmaa 2004). Most visitors across the segments are in the event in
their free time except rowing enthusiasts who are at the event most probably as a competing
rower. Novelty seekers is another segment in which the members are more likely in the event as
a rower than the remaining segments. The share of supporters is highest within nature lovers
across the segments. Number of days participating in the event follows fairly similar pattern
across the segments – most visitors are in the event for two days – except event enthusiasts who
are most likely to be day-trippers. Visitors across the segments clearly make the decision to
attend the event relatively early (a year ago/several months ago). However, 21.3 % of event
enthusiasts make  the  decision  only  few  days  prior  the  event,  which  is  the  highest  among  the
segments. Visitors across the segments have attended the event most probably 1 to 5 times
previously. However, novelty seekers are most probably first-time visitors. Intention to attend
the event next year is highest among rowing enthusiasts. Also 70.4% of hangarounds intend to
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attend the event next year. Event enthusiasts and nature lovers also most probably attend the
event next year. Instead, novelty seekers are unsure – 49.5% do not know yet. Across the
segments, they are also most probably not attending the event next year.
Table 12 Event attendance information of the segments













I am at the event.. 131.087 <0.001
     in my free time 68.1 64.3 48.6 68.3 34.8 55.4
    for my work/representing 5.3 3.1 6.5 1.0 1.5 3.3
    as a performer 0.0 1.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.4
    working/as a volutary
worker 4.3 7.1 3.7 7.7 0.7 4.5
    as a long distance rower 7.4 9.2 22.4 7.7 15.6 12.8
    as a competing
rower 11.7 12.2 15.9 6.7 47.4 20.6
    as a supporter 3.2 1.0 1.9 7.7 0.0 2.6
    Missing 0.0 2.0 0.0 1.0 0.0 0.4
Participation in the event 17.079 0.381
    1 day 37.2 28.6 33.6 34.6 23.7 31.0
    2 days 26.6 32.7 39.2 38.5 40.7 36.1
    3 days 23.4 15.3 16.8 28.8 22.2 18.2
    4 days 7.4 11.2 5.6 12.5 9.6 8.4
    Missing 5.3 12.2 4.7 6.7 3.7 6.3
Decision to attend the event 93.799 <0.001
    The day of the
event 7.4 10.2 7.5 7.7 2.2 6.7
    1–3 days prior to the event 21.3 10.2 6.5 8.7 4.4 9.7
    <1 week prior to the event 2.1 7.1 2.8 8.7 1.5 4.3
    <1 month prior to the event 7.4 7.1 31.8 15.4 9.6 14.3
    Several months prior to the
event 28.7 35.7 38.3 24.0 32.6 32.0
    A year ago / in the event last
year 29.8 24.5 12.1 28.8 45.9 29.2
    Missing 3.2 5.1 0.9 6.7 3.7 3.9
Previous attendance 153.517 <0.001
    This is the first
time 13.8 24.5 61.7 12.5 3.7 22.5
    1–5 times 45.7 37.8 30.8 36.5 41.5 38.5
    6–10 times 13.8 15.3 2.8 17.3 31.1 16.9
    11–15 times 8.5 3.1 1.9 5.8 10.4 6.1
    16–20 times 7.4 7.1 0.0 8.7 4.4 5.4
    More than 20
times 4.3 3.1 0.9 6.7 6.7 4.5
    Missing 6.4 9.2 1.9 12.5 2.2 6.1
Intention to attend
the
event next time 58.394 <0.001
    Yes 57.4 70.4 43.9 59.6 85.2 64.5
    No 2.1 0.0 6.5 1.9 1.5 2.4
    I do not know 40.4 28.6 49.5 36.5 11.9 32.2
    Missing 0.0 1.0 0.0 1.9 1.5 0.9
note:errors in percentage total due to rounding
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Table 13 presents the total daily expenditure per person in the event and in the Sulkava
municipality. Crosstabulation calculations indicate that most visitors across the segments spend
30 Euros or less per day. However, Rowing enthusiasts are likely to spend 31 to 60 Euros per
day. Statistically significant differences were found between the segments (p<0.05,
Nummenmaa 2004). On average, Hangarounds and Novelty seekers are  those  who  spend  the
most money in Sulkava. The share of missing answers is relatively high across the segments.
Especially, hangarounds did not fill in the expenditure section in the questionnaire too carefully.
Table 13 Expenditure in Sulkava per person per day












in Sulkava per day
(%) 40.293 0.001
    Up to 30 € 41.5 32.7 26.2 49.0 28.1 34.9
    31–60 € 23.4 14.3 20.6 22.1 29.6 22.5
    61–90 € 10.6 6.1 10.3 8.7 17.8 11.2
    91–120€ 5.3 5.1 15.0 6.7 7.4 8.0
    120 € or more 5.3 10.2 11.2 1.9 5.2 6.7
    Missing 13.8 31.6 16.8 11.5 11.9 16.7
Expenditure in
Sulkava per day
(mean) 47.7€ 81.0€ 78.8€ 40,2€ 56,4€ 59,6€
note: expenditure in Sulkava includes all expenditure in the event and the municipality
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5 CONCLUSIONS
5.1 Summary of the results
This study implemented factor-cluster approach to segment visitors to Sulkava Rowing Race
event. This factor-cluster segmentation approach is widely used by travel and tourism
researchers (e.g. Bieger & Laesser 2002; Park & Yoon 2009). Tourism motivation is regarded as
a driving force behind all behavior (Fodness 1994) and identifying these motivations allows
better understanding of tourists’ needs, choices and preferences (Li et al. 2009). Thus in this
study, five motivational components were identified and thereafter, based on these components,
using K-means cluster analysis, five Sulkava Rowing Race event visitor segments were
identified. The five components are event attraction, novelty, entertainment, nature and
relaxation, and rowing desire. Accordingly, the segments are labeled event enthusiasts,
hangarounds, novelty seekers, nature lovers, and rowing enthusiasts.
Event enthusiasts enjoy event related attributes such as the environment and atmosphere of the
event. They are spending time with friends and other like-minded people in the event. Instead,
they are not seeking activities related to nature and relaxation. The members of this segment are
most likely to be females aged between 41 and 50 years.  Typically,  they are singles or have a
family with small children. They have vocational education and work as an officer worker or
other employee with medium annual household income. They are likely to be day-trippers and
visiting the event in their free time. They tend to make the decision to attend the event in a very
early stage. However, the members of this segment are those, who are most likely to make the
decision at the last moment. They typically have attended the event previously and are also
likely to attend the event next time.
Hangarounds are attending the event in order to spend time with family and enjoy the additional
program of the event. Instead, they do not pay particular attention to event related attributes like
event enthusiasts do. Hangarounds are likely to be aged between 41 to 50 years but the share of
youngsters is the biggest across the segments. They are also likely to be singles or have a family
with small children. The share of local residents is higher in this segment than in the other ones.
Typically, the members in this segment are not very highly educated and their work as an
employee. Also most students who are attending the event belong to this segment. Hangarounds
are likely to attend the event in their free time and stay for one or two days. They typically make
the decision to attend several months prior the event. The share of those who make the decision
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at the day of the event is highest in this segment. This is probably explained by the higher
proportion of local visitors.  The members of this segment are likely to have attended the event
several times and they are very likely to attend the event next time. On average, this is the
segment which spends the most money in the event and in Sulkava municipality.
Novelty seekers are  willing  to  learn  new  things,  to  get  to  know  new  places  and  people.  They
have heard about the event and are interested in experiencing it themselves. They are not
interested in any particular activity organized in the event but their want to experience the event
as a whole. The members of this segment are relatively young and well educated. They are most
likely to be singles and have a good professional position. In the view of the aforementioned
observations, their annual income level is relatively high. They are likely to attend the event in
their free time but the share of active participants is relatively high. Novelty seekers are likely to
be first-time visitors who are not too sure about future attendance. They were likely to be make
the decision to attend the event few months or weeks in advance and are likely to attend the
event for one or two days. Together with hangarounds, this segment spends the most money on
average.
Nature lovers are those who come to the event in order to enjoy the nature. They are not
interested in learning and experiencing new things. Also rowing activities and other additional
program are irrelevant – the main purpose is to break the routines by relaxing in the nature
environment. Nature lovers are likely to be middle-aged females and have a family with small
children. Typically they have vocational training or university degree and work as an officer
worker with household income level higher than average. The members in this segment are
likely to be in the event in their free time. The share of supporters of the active participants is
the biggest in this segment. They have probably attended the event several times before and
made the decision to attend the event already in the event previous year. They are likely to
attend the event for one to three days. Nature lovers are also likely to attend the event next year.
Rowing enthusiasts are  those  who  are  attending  the  event  for  rowing  purposes.  Rowing  is  an
important leisure activity for them. They do not value such things as nature and relaxation or
entertainment in the event. They are likely to be middle-aged males who are very likely to be
non-residents. They are likely to have vocational training and work as an officer worker. The
share of pensioners is the biggest across the segments. They most probably do not have children
or the children are already grown-ups. Rowing enthusiasts are the most loyal event visitors who
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have attended the event most often and are most likely to attend the event in the future. They
typically attend the event for two days.
Statistically significant differences were found between the segments in terms of socio-
demographic characteristics, event attendance, and expenditure. However, education level,
household income, and number of days attending the event did not differ significantly between
the segments.
5.2 Theoretical conclusions
The present study shows that the motivations of different Sulkava Rowing Race event visitor
groups do differ. Motivations are widely used in tourism segmentation studies and they appear
to be a meaningful segmentation base also in this case study. As several travel and tourism
researchers (e.g. Crompton 1979) state, tourism industry would benefit from motivation based
segmentation because motivations affect fundamentally all human behavior. Instead, socio-
demographics are often regarded as too shallow base for segmentation. Also the results of this
study indicate that segmentation based on socio-demographics would not have provided as
much information as motivation based segmentation did.
The findings of the principal component analysis suggest that the motivations of Sulkava
Rowing Race event visitors can be arranged into five motivational components. Reviewing the
previous event tourism motivation literature shows that similar components have been identified
by other researchers, e.g. Formica and Uysal (1998), Lee (2000), and Lee et al. (2004) identified
event attraction. Novelty has been identified by Chang (2006), Crompton and McKay (1997),
Lee (2000), and Lee et al. (2004), while, for example, Formica and Uysal (1996) and Hall et al.
(2010) reported entertainment component. Within other tourism contexts, Beh and Bruyere
(2007) and Sirakaya et al. (2003), among others, reported (love of) nature component, while, for
example, Kozak (2002) and Park and Yoon (2009) identified relaxation component.
This segmentation study was conducted within sport event context. Previous studies on
motivation based segmentation within event context are focused primarily on festivals (e.g.
Chang 2006; De Guzman et al. 2006; Lee et al. 2004), and therefore, this study provides a new
insight in event tourism literature. However, visitors of different types of events (cultural events,
sport events, religious events etc.) do share similar motivations in some extent and similar
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segments may appear across events. Certainly, event-specific segments exist according to the
nature of events. In this study, the event-specific segment is labeled rowing enthusiasts, which is
not supposed to exist in other types of events. Four other segments, for one, are more generic
and  could  be  found in  any  other  kind  of  event.  Thus  some of  the  segments  are  similar  to  the
findings of the previous segmentation studies within event tourism context and also within other
tourism contexts.
 In their event segmentation study, Li et al. (2009) identified festival enthusiasts as one of the
visitor segments in a rural community-based festival. Similarly to the event enthusiasts
identified in this study, festival enthusiasts are mainly motivated to attend the event to enjoy the
atmosphere and environment of the event. Instead, similarly to event enthusiasts, they are not
seeking relaxation.  Also the study of Lee et al. (2004) revealed event seekers as  one  of  the
visitor segments in World Expo event. Event seekers are particularly interested in the event and
socialization while escaping the daily life is not their reason to attend the event. Again, this
segment shares similar traits with event enthusiasts.
Cha et al. (1995) and Kau and Lim (1995) identified novelty seekers as tourist segments within
Chinese and Japanese travel markets. Similarly, Jang et al. (2002) identified novelty/nature
seekers within Japanese travel market. Similarities between the aforementioned studies and this
study can be found in terms of travel behavior. For example, Jang et al. (2002) found that
novelty/nature seekers are the most profitable visitors, and Kau and Lim (1995) suggested that
novelty seekers are very likely to be first-time visitors and they are not too likely to revisit the
destination.
Within sport tourism context, May et al. (2001) identified a segment labeled nature lovers who
need to be alone, which resembles nature lovers of this study. Both segments value nature
related attributes the most and also relaxation and escaping the daily life are important features
for them.
The hangarounds segment has not been reported as such in the previous segmentation literature.
In this study, hangarounds are characterized by desire to enjoy the complementary program in
the event and spend time with family and relatives. For example, Lee et al. (2004) have reported
culture and family seekers segment in a cultural festival, which resembles hangarounds in the
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sport event in this study. Like hangarounds, culture and family seekers have relatively low
interest in other aspects such as event attraction or novelty.
Sport events attract a variety of stakeholders ranging from organizations and firms to individuals
such as competitors, spectators, volunteers, journalists and officials (Bjelac and Radovanovic
2003; Deery et al. 2004; Prebensen 2010). In this study, the focus was on individuals, and due to
the limited amount of those respondents who were in the event for (voluntary) working
purposes, the emphasis of the results is on individuals who are in the event in leisure time.
Getz (1998) states that sport events attract both active and passive participants. The findings of
this study indicate that among Sulkava Rowing Race event visitors, active and passive
participants can be distinguished. Rowing enthusiasts represents active participants while the
members of the remaining four segments can be described as passive participants. Henderson et
al. (2010) notice that in most sport events, passive participants are the majority, which is true in
this case as well – around 75 per cent of all Sulkava Rowing Race event visitors are passive
participants.
5.3 Managerial implications
The  results  of  this  kind  of  tourism  motivation  research  are  particularly  useful  from  event
organizers’ perspective. Understanding the needs and motivations of the visitors allows
organizers to design an event more appropriately so that the specific needs of different target
groups will be satisfied (Dewar et al. 2001). The findings of this study might help Sulkava
Rowing Race event management to understand why various visitor segments participate in the
event and what they value the most.
Hangarounds is an important visitor segment because, first of all, they spend the most money in
the event and in Sulkava municipality. They are also loyal visitors, which is important bearing in
mind the continuity of the event. For these reasons, designing appropriate services targeted to
this segment will increase their satisfaction, and future attendance is guaranteed. Attention
should be paid to the quality of additional program. Taking into account that the share of single
younger people is relatively high in this segment and also in some other segments, organizing a
concert targeted also for younger age groups might be worthwhile. However, the most visitors
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are aged between 40 to 50, which suggests that it is extremely important to provide program
serving their taste too. Novelty seekers is also an important visitor segment because their
expenditure equals that of hangarounds. On the other hand, they are most probably first-time
visitors and their future attendance is in doubt.  The challenge is to satisfy the needs of novelty
seekers so that they could become repeat visitors. Interesting thing is that novelty seekers differ
clearly  from  the  other  four  segments  in  terms  of  socio-demographic  characteristics.  They  are
best described as young well-educated singles while the members of the other segments are
mainly middle-aged males or females with a family and have vocational education.
Nature lovers are most probably middle-aged females who want to enjoy the beautiful nature of
Lake Saimaa area.  Despite the fact that this segment is the least profitable, emphasis should be
placed  on  providing  experiences  which  allow  them  a  chance  to  be  close  to  the  nature  and  to
enjoy the beautiful scenery. Nature lovers are often those who have spouse or family member as
active participants. They are likely to be repeat visitors but yet they are unsure about future
attendance. Providing nature-related experiences that fulfill nature lovers’ needs might increase
their probability to attend in the future too. Rowing enthusiasts, for one, are likely to be middle-
aged males. The segment represents the biggest proportion of all segments. Naturally, this is the
core segment in the rowing event but it should be noted that of all the visitors, rowing
enthusiasts represent only a quarter. The members of this segment are very loyal visitors, which
indicates that their satisfaction with rowing facilities is relatively high. Event enthusiasts
segment represents the smallest proportion of all segments. The members of this segment do not
expect any specific activities – they are willing to enjoy the atmosphere of the event with friends
and like-minded people. They are most probably repeat visitors and their previous experiences
are positive. It may be argued that providing positive experiences for them is not too
complicated task. Maintaining the prevailing level of services and facilities and assuring the
comfortable atmosphere is the key question.
In  order  to  maintain  the  profitability  of  the  event,  the  organizers  need  to  be  aware  of  those
visitors who spend the most money during their visitation. The findings of this study reveal that
the two most profitable segments are hangarounds and novelty seekers. This proves that the
organizers should not pay attention only to fulfilling the needs of active participants i.e. rowing
enthusiasts but also to that of those who attend the event for other reasons such as enjoying
complementary program, spending time with family and friends, or experiencing new things.
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5.4 Reliability and validity
Validity is the extent to which the information collected measures what it is supposed to
measure and truly reflects the phenomenon (Hair et al. 2003; Veal 1997). Ensuring validity
begins with a full understanding of what is to be measured and then making measurements as
accurate as possible. If validity is assured, the reliability of the measurements must be
considered. (Hair et al. 1998) Reliability is the extent to which the research results and
conclusions would be the same if the study were repeated at a later date or with a different
sample (Veal 1997). If the same measure is asked repeatedly, more reliable measures will gain
greater consistency than less reliable measures. As with the validity, reliability concerns both
original data and data analysis procedure. A useful measure need to be both valid and reliable. A
measure cannot be valid unless it is also reliable and therefore assessment of reliability can be
the first test of a measure’s validity. Reliability alone is a necessary but not very sufficient
criterion for evaluating measures. (Rossi & Freeman 1993)
Few inadequacies in the questionnaire were identified, which might have affected the reliability
of the results. Firstly, motivational statements on a 5-point Likert scale were rated from 1=very
important to 5=no importance at all, which is confusing for the respondents who easily suppose
that  the  values  would  be  the  other  way  round.  In  the  data  analysis  phase,  the  values  were
recoded so that the results would be more readable. Secondly, the open space which was
provided for expressing the reason for attendance in own words did not include rating from 1 to
5, which caused challenges in the data analysis phase. Thus, those answers were not fully usable
as it was not possible to categorize them into new motivational items. Closer examination
revealed that for several people a reason to attend was to support and spur friends and relatives
who were attending the rowing competitions. It was decided to add a new option labeled as  a
supporter into the variable I am at the event … to make sure that those answers were also
included in the analysis.
The sample size was 848 respondents, of which 310 were discarded due to missing answers in
motivational statements. Accordingly, the effective sample size was 538 respondents, which is
large enough for effective multivariate analysis and thus should not decrease the reliability of
the results. However, the share of those respondents who did not fill in the questionnaire enough
carefully was relatively high. This might be explained by the length of the questionnaire, which
was rather long. Especially, expenditure part proved challenging – evaluation of expenditure in
detail was time-consuming.
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As mentioned earlier, not only the original data need to fulfill some requirements but also the
analysis methods have to be internally reliable. Thus, the internal consistency of the principal
component analysis was measured by using Cronbach’s alpha method. Cronbach’s coefficient
alpha measures internal consistency reliability which represents the average of all possible split-
half coefficients resulting from different ways of splitting the scale items. This coefficient varies
from 0 to 1, and a value above 0.60 is generally accepted as satisfactory internal consistency
(Malhotra & Birks 2006). In this study, all components exceed the generally accepted level of
0.60, varying from 0.695 to 0.842.
5.5 Limitations and implications for future research
Since this study is a case study in nature, the generalization of the results needs to be considered
carefully. Reviewing the previous motivation based segmentation literature within event tourism
context and other tourism contexts indicates that similarities between the results can be found.
Therefore, it can be suggested that other corresponding studies within sport event context would
provide fairly similar results. However, in order to gain results which could be generalized more
confidently, future research within other sport events in larger extent is required. Since sport
event attendance motivations have two different aspects, it is also important to note that this
study concerns leisure motivation. Leisure motivation and fan motivation studies within sport
event context are supposed to provide slightly differing results.
This study focused on the motivations of Sulkava Rowing Race event visitors excluding other
important tourist behavior measures such as satisfaction or attitudes. Thus in the future research,
it would be useful to measure satisfaction of the different visitor segments. Satisfaction with
event facilities and services is likely to increase future attendance (Hall et al. 2010), which is
important for maintaining the viability of the event. In addition to overall impression, more
accurate evaluations of different aspects could be provided according to the segments. For
example, hangarounds are those who can evaluate their satisfaction to additional program while
rowing enthusiasts could evaluate the rowing facilities. In this study, the answers of domestic
and foreign visitors were not analyzed separately due to the limited proportion of foreign
respondents. However, comparation of those two groups would provide useful information for
future event planning and marketing for international visitors. Further, the case study at hand
does not provide any information about travel behavior of non-local visitors. Several
62
stakeholders such as accommodation providers would benefit from such information so that they
can improve their offerings. Since the overwhelming majority of the event visitors are non-local,
understanding, for example, lodging preferences is important.
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APPENDIX 1
Hyvä Sulkavan suursoutujen kävijä,
Tällä kyselyllä selvitetään Sulkavan Suursoutu -tapahtuman kävijöiden profiileja,
tapahtumaan osallistumisen motiiveja ja yleisön rahankäyttöä sekä tapahtumassa että
tapahtumapaikkakunnalla. Toivomme, että vastaatte kyselyn kaikkiin kysymyksiin.
Vastaamiseen kuluu aikaa noin 10 minuuttia. Jokainen vastaus on tärkeä, sillä kyselyn
tulokset auttavat kehittämään tapahtumaa tulevaisuudessa.
VASTAAJIEN KESKEN ARVOTAAN SULKAVAN SUURSOUTUJEN TUOTTEITA.
Voitte osallistua arvontaan täyttämällä alla olevan arpalipukkeen. Ne käsitellään erillään
kyselylomakkeista.
Kiitos vastauksestanne! Toivomme teille mukavia hetkiä Sulkavan Suursouduissa.
Kyselyn toteuttavat yhteistyössä Sulkavan kunta, Sulkavan suursoudut ja Itä-Suomen yliopiston
matkailualan opetus- ja tutkimuslaitos. Kysely on osa MOTTI-hanketta, jota rahoittavat Etelä-Savon
maakuntaliitto, Savonlinnan seudun kuntayhtymä sekä Sulkavan kunta.
Täytä yhteystietosi tähän, jos haluat osallistua tuotepalkintojen arvontaan:
Nimi: _____________________________________________________________________
Lähiosoite: _________________________________________________________________
Postinumero: _________________  Postitoimipaikka: _______________________________
Puhelinnumero: ____________________ Sähköpostiosoite: ___________________________






























6. Perhetyyppi (valitse yksi)
 Yksin asuva
 Parisuhde, ei lapsia
 Parisuhde, lapset muuttaneet pois
 Lapsiperhe/yksinhuoltaja, lapset alle 7 v.
 Lapsiperhe/yksinhuolt., myös 7-15 v.
lapsia
 Lapsiperhe/yksinhuoltaja, lapset yli 15 v.
 Muu
Mikä?________________________
7. Korkein suoritettu tutkinto (valitse yksi)

















9. Kotitalouden yhteiset bruttotulot vuodessa
(valitse yksi)
 Alle 15 000 €/v
 15 000 – 29 999 €/v
 30 000 – 44 999 €/v
 45 000 – 59 999 €/v
 60 000 – 74 999 €/v
 75 000 – 89 999 €/v
 90 000 €/v tai enemmän
II HARRASTUNEISUUS
10. Kuinka monessa liikuntatapahtumissa olet






 20 tai useammassa
10a. Kuinka monessa näistä liikunta-
tapahtumista olet ollut ensisijaisesti
osallistujana ja kuinka monessa yleisönä?
Osallistujana _____ tapahtumassa
Yleisönä _____ tapahtumassa
11. Oletko osallistunut muihin soututapahtumiin kuin Sulkavan suursoutuihin viimeisen viiden
vuoden aikana?
En
 Kyllä (tarkenna alle)
11a. Tarkenna, mihin soututapahtumiin olet osallistunut? Merkitse tapahtuman perään, oletko









12. Olen Sulkavan Suursouduissa (valitse yksi)
vapaa-ajalla
 työni puolesta/edustamassa (yleisönä)
 esiintyjänä














 Tapahtuman omilta Internet-sivuilta
 Ulkomainoksesta
 Messuilta
 Paikan päältä Sulkavalta
 Tuttu paikka (aikaisempi kokemus)
 Muusta lähteestä
Mistä?________________________
14. Milloin teit päätöksen osallistua Sulkavan
Suursoutuihin (valitse yksi)
 Samana päivänä/sinä päivänä kun
osallistuin tapahtumaan
 1-3 päivää ennen osallistumista
 Korkeintaan viikko ennen osallistumista
 Korkeintaan kuukausi ennen
osallistumista
 Useita kuukausia aiemmin
 Vuosi sitten/osallistuessani tapahtumaan
viime vuonna
15. Kuinka usein olet osallistunut Sulkavan
Suursoutuihin?
Tämä on ensimmäinen kerta
 Useammin kuin kerran (tarkenna alle)
Kuinka monta kertaa olet osallistunut tämä kerta
mukaan lukien? _________
16. Kuinka monena päivänä aiot osallistua
Sulkavan Suursoutuihin? _________ päivänä
17. Mikä sai sinut osallistumaan Sulkavan Suursoudut -tapahtumaan?
1=erittäin paljon merkitystä, 2=melko paljon merkitystä, 3=jossain määrin merkitystä, 4=ei juurikaan
merkitystä, 5=ei lainkaan merkitystä
1  2  3 4 5
Yhdessäolo ystävien kanssa
Yhdessäolo samanhenkisten ihmisten kanssa
Tapahtuman ilmapiiri
Tapahtuman ympäristö
Halu saada vaihtelua arkeen





Olen osallistunut tapahtumaan aiemmin
ja minulla on ollut mukavaa




Halu saada vaihtelua rutiineihin
Soutaminen on minulle tärkeä harrastus
Halu tavata uusia ihmisiä
Halu tutustua Sulkavaan/Savonlinnan alueeseen
Ystäväni/tuttavani suositteli tapahtumaa
Halu kokea perinteistä elämäntapaa
Tietty esiintyjä
Halu olla lähellä luontoa
Tapahtumaan liittyvät konsertit ja oheisohjelma
Mahdollisuus nähdä järviluontoa
Muu syy, mikä sai sinut osallistumaan tapahtumaan?
_________________________________________________________________________________
18. Kuinka tyytyväinen olet tapahtuman eri osa-alueisiin?







Jokin muu tapahtuman osa-alue, johon olit tyytyväinen tai pettynyt, mikä?
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
19. Aiotko osallistua tapahtumaan ensi vuonna? (valitse yksi)
 Kyllä  En  En osaa sanoa
IV RAHANKÄYTTÖ
20. ARVIOI, kuinka paljon kulutat/kulutit rahaa Sulkavan Suursouduissa, Sulkavalla ja
muilla lähipaikkakunnilla tämän tapahtumavierailusi aikana? Merkitse myös kuinka monen
henkilön rahankäyttöä arviosi koskee. Vastaa kysymyksiin käyttäen tasasummia (esim. 120€, EI 120-130€). Jos
asut paikkakunnalla, merkitse suoranaisesti tapahtumaan liittyvät kustannukset paikkakunnalla (esim.
taksilla ajo, liput, ruokailut jne.).
Kuinka monen henkilön rahankäyttöä arviosi koskee?
________ aikuista (kpl) ja ________ lasta (kpl).
Kuinka paljon kulutitte rahaa (matkoihin) päästäksenne Sulkavalle _______ €
Rahankäyttösi Sulkavan Suursoutu tapahtumassa (merkitse nolla tai viiva niiden kulujen kohdalle,
joita sinulle ei aiheudu tapahtumavierailusi aikana)
Osallistumismaksu ______ €
Oheistuotteet (juhlakirja, cd, dvd, paidat jne.)  ______ €





Majoitus ______ € _____ €
Matkustaminen linja-autolla tai taksilla ______ € _____ €
Oman auton käyttö (polttoaine- ja huoltokustannukset)  ______ € _____ €
ALKOn tuotteet ______ € _____ €
Ravintolat, grillit, kahvilat  ______ € _____ €
Vaatteet ja jalkineet ______ € _____ €
Palvelut (liikunta-, kauneudenhoito, kulttuuripalvelut jne.)   ______ € _____ €
Kojut (ruoka, sekalaiset tavarat, ”tilpehööri”) ______ € _____ €
Ruokakaupat ja marketit
(elintarvikkeet, juomat ja tupakkatuotteet) ______ € _____ €
Lääketuotteet, hygieniatuotteet, kosmetiikka ______ € _____ €
Muut ostokset ______ € _____ €
V ULKOPAIKKAKUNTALAISEN MATKAN TIEDOT
Vastaa tähän osioon vain, jos olet ULKOPAIKKAKUNTALAINEN. Paikkakuntalaiset voivat
siirtyä kyselyn loppuun kysymykseen 29.
21. Kuinka pitkän matkan matkustit
saapuaksesi Sulkavalle? Vastaa mahdollisimman
tarkasti kilometreinä.
_____________________
22. Kuinka suuri merkitys Sulkavan
Suursouduilla oli sille, että päätit matkustaa
Sulkavalle (juuri nyt)? (valitse yksi)
 Paikkakunnalla matkustamisen tärkein
syy on tapahtumaan osallistuminen
 Paljon merkitystä
 Jonkin verran merkitystä
 Vain vähän merkitystä/olen
paikkakunnalla pääasiassa muista syistä
 Ei lainkaan merkitystä/ olen
paikkakunnalla täysin muista syistä
23. Oletko Sulkavalla ensisijaisesti
 Lomalla/viettämässä vapaa-aikaa
 Työmatkalla
 Yhdistetyllä loma- ja työmatkalla
 Jostain muusta syystä
24. Yövytkö
 Sulkavalla
 Jossakin Sulkavan lähikunnassa,
missä? __________________________
 En yövy Sulkavalla enkä lähikunnassa
25. Kuinka monta yötä viivyt tapahtumaan




Sulkavan lähikunnissa ______ yötä
26. Missä majoitut Sulkavalla?
 Hotellissa, motellissa tai kesähotellissa
 Lomakylässä tai vuokramökissä
 Asuntoautossa, -vaunussa tai
 leirintäalueella
 Muussa maksullisessa majoituksessa,
 tarkenna _____________________
 Omalla loma-asunnolla




 Muussa majoituksessa, tarkenna alle
_____________________________
27. Missä majoitut Sulkavan lähikunnissa?
 Hotellissa, motellissa tai kesähotellissa
 Lomakylässä tai vuokramökissä
 Asuntoautossa, -vaunussa tai
 leirintäalueella
 Muussa maksullisessa majoituksessa,
 tarkenna _____________________
 Omalla loma-asunnolla
 Sukulaisten tai tuttavien luona
 Veneessä
 Teltassa
 Muussa majoituksessa, tarkenna alle
____________________________
28. Mitä muuta aiot tapahtumaan osallistu-
misen lisäksi tehdä matkasi aikana
paikkakunnalla/lähikunnissa?
 Tavata ystäviä ja sukulaisia
 Käydä ravintolassa ja/tai yökerhoissa
 Tutustua paikkakunnan muuhun
kulttuuritarjontaan
 Käyttää liikuntapalveluita tai ulkoilla
 Edistää terveyttäni (esim. kuntoutus)




 Osallistua järjestetyille retkille














Dear attendee of Sulkava Rowing Race event,
The aim of this study is to determine the profiles of the visitors of Sulkava Rowing Race event as well as
the reasons why they are attending the event. We are also researching the visitors’ spending at the event
and in Sulkava. Answering this questionnaire takes about 10 minutes. We hope you will answer all the
questions carefully. Every answer helps the event organizer to get important information through which
they can develop the event to meet the visitors’ needs better.
FILLING IN YOUR CONTACT INFORMATION BELOW GIVES YOU A CHANCE TO WIN
EVENT PRODUCTS.  The questionnaires will be handled separately from lottery tickets.
The study is carried out in co-operation with Sulkava municipality, Sulkava Rowing Race event and
University of Eastern Finland, Centre for Tourism Studies. The research is part of Development of
Leisure and Tourism Research Competence project. It is funded by European Regional Development
Fund, the Regional Council of Etelä-Savo, Savonlinna region federation of municipalities, and Sulkava
Municipality.
Thank you very much for your answer! We wish you will enjoy the Sulkava Rowing Race event.
I BACKGROUND INFORMATION
1 GENDER 2 YEAR OF BIRTH
Female 3 PLACE/CITY OF RESIDENCE
Male 4 COUNTRY OF RESIDENCE
5 TYPE OF FAMILY 7 SOCIAL STATUS
Single Executive/managerial level
Relationship, no children Officer/clerical worker
Relationship, children moved out Other employee
Family with children/single parent, Entrepreneur
  children under 7 years Unemployed
Family with children/single parent, Student
  children aged between 7–15 years Pensioner/retired
Family with children/single parent, Other, what
  children over 15 years
Other, what
6 EDUCATION LEVEL 8 ANNUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME
Comprehensive school/Elementary school/ Up to 14 999€
  Middle school 15 000–29 999€
Upper secondary school/Senior high school 30 000–44 999€
Vocational training 45 000–59 999€
Polytechnics/University of Applied Sciences 60 000–74 999€
University 75 000–89 000€
Other, what More than 90 000€
II INTEREST IN SPORTS







9b How many of these sport events have you attended as an active participant (___times)
and as a spectator/passive participant (___times)?
10 Have you attended any other rowing events besides Sulkava Rowing Race during the last
five years? If yes, specify which events.
III EVENT ATTENDANCE
11 I am in Sulkava Rowing Race.. (choose one)
In my free time
For my work/representing (as audience)
As a performer
Working or as a voluntary worker
As a long distance rower
As a competing rower
As a supporter
12 how did you find out about this event
Friends/relatives Internet, specify below
Word-of-mouth Web pages of the event
Radio/TV Outdoor advertising
Ad in a newspaper Exposition/Fairs
Ad in a magazine In Sulkava municipality
Newspaper/magazine article Previous experince
Brochure, specify below Other source, specify
13 When did you decide to attend Sulkava Rowing Race event? (choose one)
The day of the event
1–3 days prior to the event
Less than one week prior to the event
Less than one month prior to the event
Several months prior to the event
A year ago/when attending last year
14 How many times have you attended Sulkava Rowing Race event?
This is the first time
More than once, specify
15 I will participate in the event for ___ days (number).
16 Why are you attending Sulkava Rowing Race event?
Rate the importance of the following statements from 1= very important to 5= no importance at
all.
To spend time/be together with friends
To be together with like-minded people
Because I like the atmosphere of the event
Because of the environment/milieu of the event
To change the pace of everyday life
To experience something new and interesting
To relax
To learn something new
Because of the quality of additional program (concerts etc)
Because of the good reputation of the event
Because I have been in this event before and had a good time
Because rowing is close to my heart
To support the event
My spouse/girlfriend/boyfriend pressured me
To spend time/be together with family/relatives
To change the routines
Because rowing is an important hobby for me
To meet new people
To get to know Sulkava/Savonlinna region
A friend recommended the event
To experience traditional lifestyle
Because of a particular performer
To be close to the nature
Because of the concerts and other additional program in the event
Chance to see the lake nature
Other reason, why?
17 How satisfied are you with different factors/sectors of the event?
Rate the importance of the following factors from 1=very pleased to 5= very disappointed.
Registration
Arrangement of the rowing event
Traffic arrangement
Additional program (concerts etc)
Overall impression of the event
Some other sector that you are especially pleased or dissatisfied with, what
18 Are you likely to attend this event next time?
Yes
No
I do not know
IV EXPENDITURE
19 How much money did you spend or are planning to spend in Sulkava Rowing Race event,
Sulkava municipality, and in the neighboring localities of Sulkava? Use exact numbers (e.g.
120€, not 120–130€). If you live in Sulkava, mark only the expenses directly caused by attending
the event.
Mark first how many people your estimation applies to (e.g. your family)
___ adults (number)
___ children  (number)
How much money did you spend to travel to Finland? ____€
How much money did you spend to travel to Sulkava within Finnish borders? ____€
Your expenditure in Sulkava Rowing Race event
Entry/participation fee ____€
Event merchandise (books, t-shirts, etc) ____€




Travelling by taxi or by bus ____€ ____€
Money spend for using your own car
(car rental, fuel, repair..) ____€ ____€
Purchases from ALKO ____€ ____€
Restaurant, grills, and cafes ____€ ____€
Clothing and footwear ____€ ____€
 Services (sport, beauty, culture-services..) ____€ ____€
Stalls (food, assorted goods, accessories..) ____€ ____€
Groceries, alcohol, and tobacco products
 purchased from a supermarket ____€ ____€
           Medicine, hygiene products, and cosmetics ____€ ____€
           Other purchases ____€ ____€
V TRAVELLING INFORMATION OF NON-LOCAL VISITORS
Answer this section ONLY if you are non-local visitor. If you live in Sulkava, please proceed
to the question number 27.
20 How much did Sulkava Rowing Race event affect your decision to com to Sulkava at this
particular time? (choose one)
The event is the main reason for travelling to the region
Very important
Some importance
Little importance/I am here primarily for other purposes
No importance/I am here for entirely different purposes
21 Are you in Sulkava primarily (choose one)
On vacation
In business
On a combined vacation and business trip
For some other reasons
22 Related to your visit to the event, do you stay overnight in
Sulkava
Some locality near Sulkava, where ____
I do not stay overnight in Sulkava region
23 How many nights are you staying in Sulkava/neighboring localities related to your visit to
the event?
In Sulkava ___ nights
In neighboring localities ____ nights
24 What form of accommodation are you staying in in Sulkava?
Hotel, motel, or a summer hotel
Holiday village or rented summer house
Mobile home, caravan, or a camping site
Other type of accommodation liable to charge, please specify
My own holiday apartment/cottage




Other type of free accommodation, please specify
25 What form of accommodation are you staying in in neighboring localities?
Hotel, motel, or a summer hotel
Holiday village or rented summer house
Mobile home, caravan, or a camping site
Other type of accommodation liable to charge, please specify
My own holiday apartment/cottage




Other type of free accommodation, please specify
26 What other activities did you (or will you) undertake during your stay in
Sulkava/neighboring localities?
Meet friends and/or relatives
Go to restaurants/bars/night clubs
Visit other cultural events and attractions in the region
Use sport services or enjoy the outdoors/nature
Enhance my personal well-being or health
Pamper myself (go to hairdresser etc)
Go shopping
Take part in organized excursions
27 Other comments (e.g. about the program, event, or this research)
THANK YOU FOR YOUR ANSWER!
